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It has been well said that a new theory, if 
eventually proved true, has often to run 
through three phases. In the first place, every 
one exclaims that the theory is not true; then, 
that it is contrary to religion ; lastly, that 
everybody knew it long ago. 
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TuHE following pages conclude the series of suggestions which 
I have ventured to contribute towards the elucidation of the 
canonical historical books of the New Testament. 

My intention when I embarked in my Scriptural studies 
was to extend them so as to embrace St Paul’s genuine Epistles, 
namely the Corinthians, Galatians, Thessalonians, and Phile- 
mon. But this section bristles with difficulties surpassing those 
encountered in the Gospels; such in fact as I in view of my age 
and other drawbacks cannot hope to surmount. 

As an example of such difficulties I may touch upon a grave 
error in 1Cor.7-37. This verse runs thus: 8s dé €ornKev &v TF 
kapdia avrod édpaios py txav dvdyxny, éfovotav dé Exer wepi 
rob idiov Oedfparos Kat robro Kéxpixev Ev 7H idia kapdia, rypety 
Thy éavrod mapOévoy, Kad@s moimoet, and indicates that in the 
apostolic times there existed fathers who possessed power to 
enforce single life upon their daughters. Not only is this in- 
credible by itself, but the fact also of no such question being 
hinted at elsewhere is unaccountable, for considering its social 
importance we should have expected to find it raising a storm 
of impassioned controversy. What is the explanation? I believe 
this, that the original word in the above sentence was not 
mwap0évoy but rapbeviar, virginity, a term-which could equally 
well apply to men as to women. With this correction its pur- 
port is: But of any man be unshakable in his own mind and 
indifferent as to what the world may think (see my note on 
Apoc.3-17), and being master of his own will decide to preserve 
his virginity, that man will do well so to act. Nor does the 
mischief stop at the corruption of zapberiay, for a good part 


of the seventh chapter has been organically recast so as to 
harmonize with mwap6évor. 

This is another (see my note on Lk 22-19) particularly re- 
grettable erratum, for by the textual changes it effected it must 
occasionally have incited naive young women to renounce the 
world and parents to incarcerate in nunneries recalcitrant or 
inconvenient daughters. 
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1-1, "Esevdy wep woddot érexeipnoay dvatdgac8ar Sujynow wept trav 
aewAnpohopypéver év Hpiv mpaypdtuv Kabes tapédoray ftv ot dn’ dpxis 
atrénrat kal Ganpérat yerdevor To Adyou, ose Kdpot, wapyKodoulynKdre 
dvabey mao dxprBds, Kabe§is cou ypdipar, kpdriote Oedprde, iva emryvds 
wept dy KatnxnOns Adyar Thy dodddevav. I believe that St Luke’s 
thought was essentially this: Though many have previously tried their 
hand at composing a history of our faith as told by the original eye- 
witnesses and co-workers, still I think it desirable to address to you 
an account of my own. It is the outcome of an exhaustive investigation 
of all the facts, and will serve I expect to confirm the trustworthiness 
of that instruction which you received at your conversion. 

évardéao8or. Origen and other expositors take the preposition in 
the sense of again. But this is untenable, for in zo\Aot St Luke no 
doubt included all previous historians, whereas Origen’s interpreta- 
tion must imply that they in turn were preceded by yet other com- 
pilers. The preposition seems to me to possess no particular force but 
to have been added by analogy with dvaypddw. Cf.Arrian.Prooem. 
(quoted by Liddell and Scott) doa dudw Evvéypaav, taira éyo dva- 
ypddu. Origen at this place rév é\Odvtwv emi tiv avaypadyy Toy eday- 
yeriov. Polyb.1-1 rots wpd yudv dvaypdgover ras mpages. Epic. Herod.35 
Tov wept piocws dvayeypappevv. Josep.BJ. 1-1 dupynpara dvaypddovow. 
In my note on Rom.1-11, I have adduced other similar analogical 
additions in érurof (Rom.1-11), cuvpaprupd (Rom, 2-15), éxiyvwcs 
(Rom.3-20), érepvuxd (Rom.8-37), éupadety (Soph.Ant.175), formed 
after érufupd, cvvyyopa, émuoripy, trepéxw or trepBadrw, evvoqoas. 

Nor do I think that régacGo. means to set up in order, as some 
editors accept conformably to the Vulgate ordinare, for this disagrees 
with Luke’s poor estimate of the performances of his predecessors ; 
it merely means to compile, as dvaragacGo. also does in Iren.3-21-2 rods 
TOY TpoyeyovéTwy mpopyTav mavras dvard£acba. Aéyous. 

Tv wemdnpohopypever év jpiv. Which have been accomplished among 
us. Kuthymius, however, in saying rév BeBawbévrwy év yuiv evidently 
takes zAxypodops in its alternative sense of to inform, and the writers 
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of several documents, which give jutv and not év jyiy, must no doubt 
have understood zerAnpodopyyévwy in the same way. Sophocles cites 
several examples from the fifth century and one from the seventh of 
mrAnpopop® as = to inform, and of zAnpodopia from the fourth cen- 
tury as = information. The same is the traditional sense of both the 
verb and the noun in MGk. In the New Testament we find Rom.4-21 
mAnpodopybeis in the sense of BeBaw6eils and Rom.14-5 wAypodopel= 
cOw = let him be advised or enlightened. The reading év jyiv, which 
is universally adopted, is not against Huthymius’s version, Jannaris 
§ 1562 ‘The metaphorical (instrumental) use of év becomes consider- 
ably frequent in Hellenistic times, notably among Biblical writers 
and their imitators, who often go so far as to place it before any 
dative, a phenomenon which points to Hebrew influence, and more- 
over indicates the retreat of the loose dative.’ Cf.Mt 10-32 épnoAo0y7- 
owe. ev émoi. 12-24 ode exBadrAa Ta Sarpdvia eiun ev To BeedleBovdA. 
14-2 ai duvdpes évepyotow ev ato. 17-12 éroincay év aird boa 7OEAy- 
cay. 1Cor.9-15 iva ovrw yévyrat ev euot. Apoc.14-2 xibapilovrev év rais 
KiOdpos, and often; see my note on Rom.1-19. If Euthymius is right, 
Tav wer\ynpopopypevey év Hpiv mpaypdatuv Kabos mapéSocay would vir- 
tually express the same as rév rapadedopévwr év Hiv mpaypdrov Kabars 
mwapédocayv, And I am inclined to think that he is right, for, as ob- 
served by previous scholars, Luke’s introduction somewhat recalls 
that of Thucydides, and ray werAnpodopypévey év jyiv mpaypdrwv 
xadas rapédooav appears to imitate the style of rov réAcuov ds érode- 
pyoay. There are other passages in Luke which must have been in- 
spired by his classical schooling. In v.3 wapyxoAovPyKore dvwbev wacw 
dxpiBas was borrowed from Demos.285 rapyxodovOyxéra. toils mpd-y- 
pacw e€ apis (= dvwGev) and 423 dxpiBéorara eidas eyo Kal rapy- 
KoAovOynKas dract. Acts 17-21 "AGnvator dé wdvres eis oddéy Erepov edxal- 
pouv 7) A€yeu re ] axovew Tt katvorepovy Was equally taken from Demos. 
43 mreptidvres muvOdver Oa. Kara THv a&yopav Aéyerai te xawodv; and the 
address dvdpes ’A@yvato. in Acts 17-22 smacks also of Demosthenes. 
Moreover, Acts 17-17 dueAcyero ev rH dyopa Kara Tacav Hucpay wpds rods 
waparuyxavovras and 17-18 évwv darmoviwv doxet karayyedets elvan are 
reminiscences of the history of Socrates. If Luke was thus imbued 
with Attic literature, he must have known by heart the first lines of 
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Thucydides, and it is most likely that consciously or unconsciously he 
has partly reproduced their style. 

1-2. kas mapédocay jpty ot dw dpxis adrémra: kat banpérar yevd- 
pevot tod Adyou. No comma, should be marked ‘before these words, for 
they are closely connected with zerAnpodopypévwr, or with dvara- 
Eaobar Suyynow as some editors contend; the comma creates the im- 
pression as though they were parenthetical. 

1-3. nabegis oor ypdot. An obvious imitation either of Thuc.2-1 
yéyparras de eis and 5-26-1 yéypade 8 kai raira 6 aités @ovxvdidys 
*AOnvaios éSjs, or more probably of the beginning of Thucydides, which 
must originally have run éuvéypaie rov rodeuov Tov TeAorovvyciwy Kat 
*AOnvaiuw ééjs (omitted in our Mss) ds éroAduyoay. 

1-6. Sikxaror &uddrepor évaytioy tod eo. A variant évwzmov (here as 
well as at v. 8. 24-19. Mk 2-12) shows that évayréov and évwmov are 
synonymous, so that évavrioy rod Geod is identical with évwrtov rot eod, 
which again is a periphrasis for a dative, no doubt a Hebraism; cf. 
4-7 day rpookvyoys evasriov épod. 1-74 Aarpevew évwmov abrod (repro- 
ducing the preceding aire, see my note). 10-21 éeyévero eidoxia Eurpoo- 
Gév cov. Acts 6-5 npevev 6 Adyos Evedrtov Tod rAHOous. 1Jn 3-22 Ta aperra 
évywrtov avrod, etc.; it is a usage very common in the Septuagint, cf. 
Dan. (LXX) 9-10 éwxas évairiov Macy. Numb.32-4 yhy nv rapadddwxev 
KUptos évwmriov Tov vidv IopajA, etc. See my note on Rom.12-17. There- 
fore déxatoe évaytiov Tod Jeod = Sixator TG OeG. Regarding the addition of 
Ge or Geod Coraes in hisAtakta vol.2 p.156 explains that it stands for a 
superlative degree, and quotes Ps.79-11 ras KéSpous Tod Peod = iyydo- 
Taras. J0D.3-3 Nuvevy woAus peydAn TG Ged = peyiorn. Acts 7-20 doreios 
TQ Oeo = aoredraros. Add Protev.Jac.10 duiavros ro ed. Similarly Lk 
1-15 péyas évervov rod Kupiov. Gen. 10-9 yiyas kuvyyés évavriov Kupiov Tod 
Geot. 1 Kings 16-12 dyads épdce: kvpiw= most handsome to look at. Sir. 
18-26 raywa evavte kupiov = raxwerara. Likewise 2Cor.11-2 CyAd tas 
Geod Cy~Aw. Coraes further points out that in MGk Oeds when combined 
with adjectives raises them to superlatives, like OedrpeXos, OedruddAos, 
Gedyupvos, utterly mad, totally blind, stark naked. Accordingly dixaror 
appdrepor evayriov Tov Oeod of our passage simply means duddrepor Sixard- 
tarot, both most righteous. 

1-15. péyas évdrvoy tod kupiou. Ie. uéyurros; see preceding note. 
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1-16. ‘wodXods trav uldy “lopatA emortpdper emt KUptov Tov Oedy adtdy. 
Kat aités mpoekedceras evamiov abtod év mveduart kat Suydpet HAiou ém- 
oTpépar kapdias margpwr emi réxva, Kai dareGets ev hpovycer Sixaiwv. Some 
deplorable confusion seems to have occurred at this place. For (zpoe- 
Aetoerat évozriov) avrod must refer to the Messiah whose zpd8pouos John 
was to be, whereas as the text stands it states that John was to be zpo- 
dpoos not of the Messiah but of God, an impossible conception. It seems 
to me that where we have now zodAods trav vidv “IopanA ériotpéeper 
ert kuptov rov Oedv airav there stood originally a reference to Christ, the 
more so as that sentence states nothing different in substance toémorpée- 
Wat areeis ev dpovyce dixaiwy. I cannot believe that Luke was such a 
casual writer as the present text of the above clause makes him out. © 

1-17, émortpépar év ppovioer Sixatwr. Ie. eis dpdvnow duxatwy. Cf. 4-1 
nyero év TH épyuw. Rom.1-23 nrdAakav tiv Sdgav Tod Oeod év dpowwpare 
eixdvos. 1-25 perndAagav riv GAnGeav Tov Oeod ev Ta Wevder, etc. Jannaris 
§ 1565 ‘ during the period of confusion év was used very frequently for 
els. Lk 9-46 ciondAOev diaroyirpos év adrots. 23-42 drav éAOys ev rH 
Baorreia cov, Ael.4-18 xarydGe TlAdruv ev Stxedég, ete,’ 

1-24. cuvédaBev "EXvod Bed 4 yuvt) abrod Kal weprexpuBey eauThy phvas 
wévre, Néyouca St. obTw pot TeTOinkey 6 KUpLos ev ucpars als éreidey 
dpedeiv 76 Syerdds pou. It was a matter of great pride and exultation 
for Elizabeth to have conceived, especially after such a prolonged dis- 
appointment, and she would have been eager to proclaim her preg- 
nancy to all her relatives and friends; if she kept back the joyful 
news, she must have had an imperative reason, What was that reason? 
It ought evidently to be indicated in the words ovrw jot werotnKer 6 
kuptos kTA; but as the text now stands they contain no reason. I suspect 
that weroinxey 6 Kvpios is a misreading of pepyvuKev 6 xvpios, namely, 
that by a divine message Elizabeth was commanded to keep her con- 
dition secret for a time. This command is not explicitly mentioned in 
our Gospel, but it figured probably in the narrative whence Luke 
drew, and he may have thought that, it being a well-known part of 
the legend, it sufficed if he merely explained how it happened that 
Elizabeth remained silent for five months. There are other instances 
where it is said that certain events were not divulged at the precise 
moment of their occurrence; as mysteries (see my note on Rom.11-25) 
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they were reserved until the pre-appointed time, in this case perhaps 
until Mary first should become acquainted with the great event. 
So in Protev.Jac.20-4 a voice from heaven tells Salome, who had 
assisted at the birth of the Lord, Zaddpy, wy avayyeiAys soa. «ides 
wapadoga Ews ov cicéAOy eis ‘IepovoadAnp 6 wats. Cf. also Evang.Thom. 
11 dcernper (Mapia) év airy 7a pvorypia & éBrerev airov (rv “Iycoiv) 
mowovvra. Lk 2-19 Mapiap ravra cuveryper Ta pyyata Tatra, ovvBar~ 
Aovoa ev 77 Kapdia airis. Dan.7-28 76 pyya ev TH Kapdig. pov éorypigéa. 
XII Patr.Lev.6 cuverypovy tovs Adyous Tovrous év TH Kapdia pov. 8-19 
éxpuyja Kal ye Todro év TH Kapodia pov Kai ovK dvipyyetra, adrd Tue dvOpwrw 
ert THs Hs. 

weptexpuBey. An imperfect. Sophocles registers several examples of 
KptBw = xptrrw. It is the MGk form. 

1-28. Kexapitwpévyn. A demotic form for yapieooa. Cf. Schol.Arist. 
Achar.867 émtxapitws dvtt rod Keyapirwpévws. Hesychius (quoted by 
Wetstein) xapievra, xexapirwpéva. The Vulgate correctly gratid plena, 
In this sense still alive in MGk as yaprrwpévn; Vidakhos ‘xapirwpevos, 
charmant, plein de grdces,? with which Esth.5-2 76 mpédcwrev cov 
xapirov peorov and 4 Mac.8-3 éxrd. ddeAgot ev wayri xapievres May be 
compared. Some expositors in rendering whohas met with kindness 
(from God) have been misled by v.30 etpes yapw mapa To Oed. I should 
translate gracious or gentle lady. 

1-35. dud. A variant didr. See my note on Acts 20-26. 

1-39. dvactéca 5é Mapidp, év Tats fpepars tavrats enopedOn. When a 
sudden or immediate action is told, dvaoras or éyepOels is added as if 
one had been quietly sitting and unexpectedly rose up to activity. 
Examples exist in abundance. Cf. 10-25. 15-18. 15-20. 17-19. Acts 
5-6. 8-26. 11-28. Mk 16-9. Mt 9-19. But from their frequent use these 
participles are added even when an ordinary movement is started. 
The same exactly is the case in MGk, which in similar cases employs 
onkdvoupat = éye(pouat. So this idiom has nothing to do with Hebrew, 
as is supposed; if it exists in Hebrew, it is a coincidence. 

1-45. kai paxapia 4 moredoaca drt ora Tehelwoigs Tots Nehadypeévors 
auTy wapd kuptou. Mary expressed at first the same doubts as Zechariah 
when the divine message was delivered to her, and there was no occa- 
sion for her faith being particularly extolled. Besides, when she had 
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been called by Elizabeth God’s mother, the highest possible praise 
was already bestowed upon her. I believe this verse does not come 
from Luke, but was an enthusiast’s marginal exclamation prompted 
by idod 7% SovAy Kvpiov, yévorrd pow Kara. Td PHpd cov of v. 38. 

1-58. épeydduve kuptos 73 éXeos adtod pet adriis. The emprotheton 
is equivalent to a dative, as it is also in 10-36 6 womoas Td éXeos per 
avrov. See my note on Acts 9-39. 

1-72. wovfjoar éXeos pera Tov TaTépwy hpdv Kal pyyoOjvar SiadjKns. 
Editors have gone astray in taking these infinitives as denoting pur- 
pose. The words pera tv zarépwv show quite clearly that woujoat has 
reference to the past, and therefore cannot denote purpose. In imitation 
of a Septuagint or sacred style which makes an abuse of the infinitive, 
roijoa. and pvycOjvar stand for participles; cf. Ruth 4-14 edAoynrés 
Kvptos Os ob KaréAvod (= 6 pu} KaTadvoas) co. Tov ayxioTéa Kal KaAdoaL 
(= xadéoas) 76 dvoyd cov. Dan. (LXX) 3-29 qvopjoape droorivas (= 
droordyres). And with participial force are they joined with ciAoynros 
Kupios 6 Geds ‘Iopayd of v.68; in ordinary style the phrasing would 
have proceeded thus: cdAoyyrds xipios 6 Geds Io payr 6 roujoas(reference 
to the past) éAcos pera Tay Tarépwv judy Kal pyvyoOels (reference to the 
present) diabyxys. Cf. Jud.13-17 ebdoynrés 6 Oeds Hyay 6 eLovdevisoas. 
Ps.71-18 edAoynros Kipios 6 Oeds Tod “Iepazd 6 roy Gavydors, Luke no 
doubt must have considered the Septuagint style indispensable in a 
- solemn canticle such as Zechariah’s; but in point of eccentricity his 
construction of this passage is the limit. This comment equally applies 
to v. 54. 

1-74. Aarpevew aite ev SordTyTe Kal Sixarocdvy évstov adTod. In my 
note on 1-6 [have referred to évdémiov with a genitive as another form 
of the dative. In this passage also évwrcov atrod is nothing else than 
a periphrasis of air@ and merely reiterates the preceding dative. For 
similar repetitions cf. Enoch 13 évamiov abrév Kai aviyyeAa atrois. 14 
tois avOpwrots Aadety ev adrois. The Syr. Sinaiticus, however, omits 
aiTd, the Lewes translation rendering that we might serve before him 
in uprighiness; on the other hand, one Greek Ms (see Soden) omits 
évwrtov avrov, the learned transcriber possibly having thought that, 
besides sounding too barbarous, it was superfluous after airo. 

1-77. tod Sodvat yvGou cwrnpias TH had adrot év ddéoer dpaptiay. A 
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sentence too concise and peculiar in formation, such as Luke is fond 
of when he affects the Septuagint style, but its drift is clear enough, 
namely, so that he may bestow upon his people wisdom (good sense) 
leading to the remission of sins and to the acquirement of salvation. 

“In full curypfas would be cis repuroiyow owrypias, as in 1Thes.5-9, 
With dotva: yracw cwrypias compare Rom.2-20 pépdwow ris yvwoews 
kal THs aAnOeias. 

yvaow. The same as dpdvyow, sagacity, thoughtfulness. Cf. Rom. 
11-33 Bdbos codias kai yvdicews Geod. The same is probably the meaning 
in Lk.11-52 «rida ris yvdoews. For the converse to this cf. 1Pet.2-15 
adpovuy avOparuv dyvwoiav. The word yvaors is still alive in demotic 
MGk in the form of yvwon, generally quoted by purists as yvacrs. 
Vlakhos v. yrdous ‘exer yvdou, il est trés-intelligent, c'est un homme 
sensé.” And yvworixds is the sagacious, prudent, and tactful man. 

1-79. eiphyns. Of salaam or owrypias. See my note on Apoc. 7-10. 

2-11. awrhp, ds éort Xpiotds. A saviour, that isto say (see my note on 
Jn 18-38), Christ. [have explained in my note on Rom.10-6 that Luke 
being unacquainted with Hebrew (see my note on 11-42) imagined 
that it was with Meoovas that the word cwrip was related and not with 
*Iyoods. Another notable instance of this confusion occurs in Acts 4-10 
év to évdpart Incod Xpiotod otros wapéorykey byiys. Kai odk éorw év 
dArw oddert 7 cwrnpia, odd yap dvopa eoriv erepov ev @ Set cwb7vat. The 
confusion started with the Gnostics, who are alluded to in Iren.1-31 
Xpicrod Sv cat cwrnpa A€yovow. 

2-15. 76 pra. Neither the version thing nor the version saying quite 
correspond with fyya. It is the Semitic dabar, explained by Miss Har- 
rison in Themis p. 82 to signify both word and deed. Luke of course 
took it from its translation in the Septuagint; cf. Gen.22-16 éxoiycas 
TO pHa TovTo, and often. I do not know whether the English language 
possesses an analogous term; perhaps matter would be the nearest. 

76 yeyovds. The English version here gives that is come to pass, where- 
as at Acts 10-37 76 yevépuevov is translated by which was published. 
I should suggest at both places which has been bruited. 

2-17. éyvdpicav. The Vulgate cognoverunt. So also Kuthymius ¢ érAn- 
podhopyOyncayv.? 

2-19, cuvernper. See my note on 1-24. 
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ouvBdddouce, év TH kapdia airis. The same as ovvrieica ev 77 Kapdia. 
airis, Cf. 1-66 @evro mdvres ev TH xapdia airév. For BdAAw of course 
often signifies to put, as always in MGk; so Mk 7-33 éBaXe rovs 
Saxtvrovus airod eis Ta Gra ai’rov. How the English translators came to 
render and pondered them in her heart I cannot follow; it should be 
and laid them up together in her heart, in the same way as éOevro of 
v.66 has been rendered by laid up. 

2-32. pads eis droxddupw eOvav. A light for lifting the blindness of 
the heathen, Huthymius ‘eis dvaBAeuy tov eOvav trav TeruprAupevov TH 
mwAdvy.” The sentence with such an interpretation tallies with what 
has inspired it, i.e. Isa.42-6 édwxd ce eis ds EOvav dvoigat dbOarpors 
tuprGv combined with 49-8 réyovra rots év TO oKETE dvaxadvdOjvan. 

2-34. obtos Ketrat cig onpetoy dvtiNeydpevoy. An allusion to the dis- 
putes and discussions for and against, which were proceeding in Lk’s 
time concerning the claims made as to Jesus being the Messiah. Cf. 
Protev.Jac.20 ciondAGev 7 pata kat elre TY Mapa Synpdricoy ceavryy, 
od yap puxpds aywv mepikerror wept cod. Orig.Jerem.15-4 (Preuschen’s 
Antil. p. 5) ofuou éya, pijrep, ds tive, we Erexes avdpa Sixacopevov Kat 
dtaxpivdpevov ev waon TH 73 The expression was probably borrowed 
from Josh.4-6 iva trdpywow tly otror eis onpetov Keipevoy bid través. 

2-35. cod Sé adtis Thy Wuxhy SrededoeTat poudaia. From Ps,104-18 
(quoted by Wetstein) oidypov dupAOev 7 Yuxy adrod. Cf. also Job 20-25 
dreE€A Por Sida. Twparos adrod BéAos. 

Strws dv. In my note on Rom.15-24 in commenting upon dcdy 
I have observed ‘ Generally written as dv; but it should be written 
as one word, for it is the same as érav with dre replaced by its equi- 
valent ds. In MGk cay (from décav) = dray. A further development is 
éruwcdav of Acts 3-19 and probably Lk 2-35. Cf. also éray, éreddy.? 

étucdvy drokahudbdow éx ToddAdy Kkapdvdv Svadoyropot. This may be 
rendered either by that thoughts out of many hearts may be revealed or 
by that thoughts out of many hearts may be enlightened. But inasmuch 
as Mary’s anguish is eventually to prove a benefit to mankind, the 
latter version seems preferable, except that éx should be eliminated, 
as it is in D, in the Syr.Sinaiticus, in several old Latin and other 
versions; with this elimination the meaning would become so that the 
thoughts of many hearts, so that many minds, may be enlightened. The 
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Latin translator of 1Act.Pil.16-2, which is a parallel passage, has 
rendered wi revelerentur cogitationes multorum cordium, and therefore 
he found no éx in his Greek text. 

2-38. Adtpwow ‘lepovoodhp. A scribe, moved by the anti-Jewish 
passions of his time, would not allow that ‘IopayA(iyA), which appears 
as a variant in our Mss, would ever be redeemed, and so he changed 
it into ‘IepoveaAnp(tAnp). 

3-15. mpoodoxGvtos S€ tod aod, drexpivato 6 ‘Iwdvvys Aéyor. What 
were the people expecting? Plummer asks, There is nothing in the con- 
text pointing to an expectation. Such explanations, as for instance 
Weiss’s ‘sie waren in Spannung, naimlich in folge der Gerichtsver- 
kiindung des Taufers (v.9),’ are rather far-fetched. I suggest wpooa- 
xovovros, the preposition being added by analogy with apocéyw ; see 
my note on dvardfacOa. of 1-1. Cf. 19-11 dxovdyrwy 5é airav radra, 
ampoobels eire. 20-45 dxovovros d¢ ravrds Tod Aaod, elire. 

3-18. wapakadhay. Instructing. Commenting upon zapaxAjoews in my 
note on Rom.15-4, I stated that the context demands the meaning 
of instruction, which rapaxAyors seems to possess equally in Acts 13-15 
and 1Thes.2-3; also in Lk 3-18. 

3-23. ds évopifero, Expunged by Scholten (see Baljon). 

4-1. Hyero év rH €phpw. The AV correctly into the wilderness, see my 
mote on 1-17; but the Revisers have substituted in the wilderness. 

4-7. édv mpookuyyons évotrov é400. The AV correctly renders if thou 
wilt worship me, for the emprotheton is equivalent to a dative, as ex- 
plained in my note on 1-6; but the Revisers have again in this instance 
vitiated the sentence by altering it into zf thou wilt worship before me. 

4-18, xnpifar aixpaddrors Apeoww Kat tupdots dvdBrewuw, diocrethac 
‘TeOpauapevous ev ddéecer. Isa.61-1, which Luke quotes, runs thus: dzé- 
oraAké pe idoacBat robs ovvrerpippevous THY Kapdlav, KNpvsat aiywaXarots 
aheow. SO drocrethat reOpavapévous év dbécrer of our passage corresponds 
with diréoraAké pe idcacbar Tovs cuvrerpyspevous THY Kapdiav of Isaiah, 
‘the reference being to those in pain or distress, as is also in Ps.146-3 
6 idpevos Tovs ouvrerpiynpevous THY Kapdiay and in Jer.3-22 iacopat ra ovv~ 
‘tpippara voy, To such unhappy people the relief brought is thus tacts, 
‘and not ddeots, which is only appropriate to the case of prisoners. In- 
: Stead therefore of év d@écet, it seems to me that we should write éy ide. 

0 
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A similar misreading exists in Hebr.9-22 yupis aiuarexyucias od yiverat 
decors ; read iacis, the allusion evidently being to a cure by blood- 
letting. Further, in Acts 3-16 wzioris has been substituted for tacts ; 
see my note. Perhaps, however, év dvéoeris a more probable correction, 
as being palaeographically nearer. Cf. 2Cor.7-5 ovdeuiav éoyynxev dveow 
4 odpE Hpav, dd\Név ravi OABopevor. 8-13 od yap iva dAAas dveots, 
bpuly Oris. 2Thes.1-7 rots OABouevas dveciv. 

4-22. @avpator emt tots Adyots THs xdpiTos Tots exTopeuopvots ek TOT 
ordpartos aitod, Kat éXeyov Obx obtds doTw 6 vids “lwojp; This ex- 
pression of admiration on the part of the congregation is discordant 
with the next sentence xai ele pos adrots Tldvrws épetré pou ray mapa- 
Bodh radrnv “larpé, Oepdrevoov ceavrov, which indicates a hostile atti- 
tude and some sort of previous altercation. I surmise, therefore, that 
a lacuna exists before xat eize. 

4-36. kat ouvedhddouvy mpds GAAHAOUS A€yortes Tis 6 Adyos ofr, ote 
(= os) év €foucia kat Suvdmer emitdcce: Tots dkabdpros mvedvpact ; The 
version this word is wide of the mark. The combination of 6 Adyos 
otros is still alive in MGk in the form of rot Adyou rou as a respectful 
expression, which avoids airés as too crude and corresponds to his 
Honour in English; it is frequently used ironically, as it is in this 
passage. Vlakhos v. Adyos ‘ rod Adyou pera TOV KTyTIKaV GyTWVUpLGV Gov 
Tov pas = vous lui elle eux elles; ri N€yer Tov Adyou rou; que dit ce Mon- 
sieur? Kare pas elwe Kal Tod Adyou Tov [eipwrixds |, Ecoutez ce que dit 
cet autre.’ It was likewise in Hellenistic times, and perhaps earlier. 
Sophocles v. Adyos ‘ With the genitive of the personal pronoun it 
forms a periphrastic personal pronoun. Sept.Reg.3-17 8a ordpuaros: 
Aeyou pov. Porph.Adm.170-7 id rod Adyouv ipér, essentially = td’ 
tuav” Add 1Kings jxovca év ri yy pov wept tod Adyou cov, which 
Origen in Cels.3-45 interprets wepi cov. Phil.4-17 tov xaprov rov 
mreovalovra eis Méyov tudv = eis tuas. Mart.Petr.5 yuvaikes rod Adyou: 
= éAdAdymuot. The nominative is encountered in Wisd.18-15 6 zavro- 
Svvapds ov Aoyos = 6 TAVTOOUVAJLOS ov. Similarly Wisd.16-26 TO pnpa 
cov (= ov) rots col mucrevovras Statypet. Perhaps also in 1Kings18-8: 
movynpov epavy 7d piya ev 6pOadpois SaovdA wept tod Adyou Tovrov, i. e. 
wept Aavid, in MGk=-repi rod Adyov rov. That this acceptation is. 
correct is proved by xai ypfavro Aéyew év Eavtois tis odrds ear ds Kal, 
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dpaprias adinow ; of 7-49, the first part of which is parallel to the first 
part of our passage. Similar respectful expressions are the combina- 
tions with rvedua, dvvapus, tpdowrov, dvopo. 

drt = Ss, as it stands in 7-49. See my notes on Rom.8-29 and Jn1-16. 

5-2. érhuvoy 7a Sixtua. The variant arérAvvoy in the form drér\uvay 
is strongly attested. That would be the MGk &érdawvar (= é&érdvvov, 
an imperfect), they washed the salt water off their nets. Tischendorf’s 
éxAvvay is in any case wrong, for it is the aorist, whereas clearly the 
imperfect is required. 

5-34, €devoovtar Se Hydpat, cal Srav drapOq dw’ adtav 6 vuudios, rote 
yyotevoouow. The usual expression with Luke is to say dre dé édev- 
covTat Hmepat, kai ToTE VyoTevocovo, the particle xai being thus exple- 
tive. See my note on Acts 22-20. 

6-10. exrewoy thy xetpd cou. Stretch forth your hand. So the English 
version ; but it should rather be stretch forth your arm, x«ip often stand- 
ing for arm. So also MGk, which likewise employs 70d: ov | for oxéXos. 

6-11. émhjobnoay dvolas. Probably dvoéas is here used in the sense 
of duaprias, as its synonym adpootyns occasionally is. Cf, XII Patr. 
Lev.7-3 adpootyny expagav év “lopanA pudvarvres tHv adeApyv pov. Ecc. 
7-26 docBots ddpoovvyv. Wisd.12-23 rods ev ddpootvy Cwijs (= ev dpap- 
Twro Cw) Budcavras. Ps.48-11 ddpwv kat dvovs, etc. So dovveros often 
= dpaprwdds. A variant dvopias, recorded by Soden, probably is also 
due to its author considering that something like dyaprias was here 
required. Bentley likewise conjectured dvouias. Or the original reading 
may have been dyvoias, which so often occurs as a synonym of dyap- 
tias, Of, XII Patr.Zab.1-5 od pyjoKxopat ore tapavopiay éxoinca wAijv 
THY dyvoay Hv éroinca ért Tov Iwan. Lev.4-13 ev Taca ovvaywyi) 
ayvojon Kal yvwoby atrots 4 duapria. 1Esdr.8-72 ai dyaprios yuo 
éerAcévacay kal.ai d&yvora ppav brepyveyxav. Hzek.46-20 ra. dep dyvoias 
kat Ta trép dpaptias. Dan{LUXX)4-29 ai duaprios pov Kal ai dyvoiad pov 
erAnpdOnoay kal cdenOnv trép Tov d&yvorov pov. Acts And,Mat.12 dyvo.ay 
Tov diaBddov, ete. Similarly déyvod = duaprdvw ; no doubt a Hebraism. 

6-22. ékBddwow 1d dvopa Suav os tovnpov. This phrase is still quite 
current in the form Bydlw (= éxBddAw) Kavevds kaxd dvoxa or simply 
Bydlw 765 dvopa Kavevos, Which means I bring forth and make public 
somebody’s name as that of a bad man, Byzantios the Lexicographer v. 
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éBydlw | = éxBddrw | ‘ EByare 76 dvopa Tod Koprrarod [of the girl], Syhady 
éduogipnoe 76 Kopitar, a phrase almost identical with that of Deut. 
22-19 éfjveyxev dvopa rovnpov ext riv wapGévov, and with that of Lk 6-22 
drav éxBddwow 7d dvopa tpav ws rovynpdv.’ Vlakhos v. éByaivw [= éx- 
Baivw| records the proverb caAAirepa va cod Byj 76 pare cov Tapa ve 
cov By7j To ovopa, better that thy eye should come out than that thy name 
should come out. Therefore the version they cast out is an error, due to 
taking Bd). in its classical sense, whereas Hellenistically often, and 
at present always, GdAXw is a synonym of riOnus; cf. Mk 7-33 éBare Tovs 
daxrvAous eis Ta Gra, see my note on 2-19. Plummer with others has 
entirely misunderstood this sentence when he says ‘ Throw your name 
contemptuously away, reject it with ignominy, as an evil thing. It is 
used of hissing an actor off the stage and otherwise dismissing with 
contempt.’ 

6-29. Kat rév xiTGva py KwAdonS. Namely, let him strip you of every- 
thing,down to your very shirt. Compare the MGk tov dduce pé 76 arouKd- 
puco (= troxdptcov), he took away all his belongings short of his shirt. 

6-38. pérpov kahdv, weTLeapevoy cecaheupevoy TepexXuvopevov. Euthy- 
mius ‘ cidPace yap of Kadds perpodyres Tov CiTov, éruTBévres TO podiw Tas 
Xeipas, midlew adrov émt ra. Kdrw, kal [Aaxrilovras | caArcvew tva cuprécy, 
kat ériBdarrAew iva trepexxvO7.’? It is exactly the practice at the present 
time in certain bazaars in India where corn is sold by a measure of 
capacity. Luke has inverted the order of things by saying wemeopévoy 
cecadevpevoy; it is the shaking that comes first. Luke, however, may 
not be responsible for the inversion, as there exists a variant which 
places cecadevpévov first. Weiss also is incorrect in saying ‘ durch 
Zusammendriicken oder durch Schiitteln;? oder should be replaced 
by und. 

6-48. oikoSopjo0ar. Naber wxodopnoGo. But Jannaris § 716 ‘Initial 
ot remains, even in classical antiquity, but notably in post-classical 
antiquity, without augment.’ He also refers to Phryn.131 ‘ dxoddéunxev 
dia TOD we dpiora épets, GAN OV Ota Tod o1,? Which shows that in Phryni- 
chus’s time the unaugmented form was quite common; Meisterhans 
(Grammatik der Attischen Inschriften) states ‘vom Verbum oikoSouéw 
findet sich viermal die augmentlose Form oixodouypévo..? 

7-8. bmd efouciay tagadpevos. Te. tad eLouciay reraypevos. Ct. Diod. 
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16-11-15 rovs if’ 7yepovias Teraypevovs. There occur other examples 
where the present participle is employed for the perfect. Cf. Mt 23-35 
drws EOn eh bpas wav ata Sixaov éxxvvdpevov. Compare Mk 14-40 joa 
yap ot épOadpot adt&v kara Bapuvouevor with Lk 9-32 BeBapnyevor trvw. 

Luke repeats here the error in Mt 8-9 16 éfovaiay, which, as I have 
explained elsewhere, should be ézi éfovatay. 

7-29. was 6 Nads dxodous Kal of TeNdvar EStxalwoay Tov Oedv Barricbér- 
tes. This should express the opposite to of vopuxot tiv BovdAjy tov Oeod 
noérqoay eis Eavtovs py Barricbevres Which follows ; but the text does 
not express this thought. Instead of stating that the people and even 
_ publicans consented to be baptized in order to secure justification, it 
states oddly enough that it was God who obtained justification by 
their baptism; which is sheer blasphemy. The right reading could only 
have been either édixawWOyoay, or édtxauscavro, or édixaiwoay éavTovs, TO 
6ed. think thelastis the most probablereading, for besides conforming 
to the construction of 70érycay eis éavrovs it best accounts for the change 
of the dative into an accusative ; when éavrovs dropped out, the dative 
no longer accorded with éd:caiwoav and the alteration followed as a 
matter of course. This guess is corroborated by the Syr. Sinaiticus, the 
rendering of which is justified themselves to God. Cf. 16-15 dixasodvres 
éavtovs évadriov T&v avOparev (= Trois dvOpwrois). Rom.3-20 od dixaw- 
Oyoeran rica capE évwriov adrod. 1Kings 12-7 dixawdow ipas evimiov 
kupiov. Ps.142-2 od dixarwOyoeras evaridv cov was Cav. 

7-30. eis éautods. In my note on Rom.1-19 gavepdv eorw év adrots 
IT commented as follows: ‘ Jannaris § 1562 says “‘ The metaphorical 
(instrumental) use of év becomes considerably frequent in Hellenistic 
times, notably among Biblical writers and their imitators, who often 
go so far as to place it before any dative, a phenomenon which points 
to Hebrew influence and moreover indicates the retreat of the loose 
dative.” The partiality to this idiom in consequence of its frequent 
appearance in the LXX eventually led to its being employed instead 
of the genitive with id. See note on 8-4, Cf. 1Cor.6-2 éy tty xpiverau 
6 Kdopos. Col.1-16 év airG éxticOy ra wévta. This further led to a most 
absurd abuse in that év aire was occasionally foisted by wwiters affect- 
ing asacred style upon active verbs as a sort of repetition of the subject. 
So Hph.1-4 éfeAééaro judas ev airG. 1-9 Hv wpo€bero év aire (= 4 rpoeréOy 
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bwatrod). 2-15 tva rovs Svo kricy év aitG. 2-16 daoxreivas rHy éxOpav 
év atrd. Rom.1-24 driudleobar 7a copata abrav év abrots (Mss éavrois). 
1-27 év airois (some Mss give év éavrois) droAapSavovres. XII Patr Sim. 
6 6 eds HEet ws dvOpwros kal colwy év aire Tov ’Addp. Col.2-15 Opray- 
Betoas adbrots év aitG. Mart.Petr.7 6 xvpios OepeAtdoer ev ait@ Kal 
mAaruvel ev adrg. Similarly 1Thes.1-5 éyerv7jOnpev ev tpyiv (read év jpiv). 
[Add Jn 13-32 6 Ocds Sogdoe aizév év aira|. A further preposterous 
development was to substitute cis airov for év air. Cf. Lk 7-30 [our 
passage under discussion] 7Oérycay eis éavrods (adrovs?). Epb.1-5 
mpoopicas 7pas eis viobeciay eis adtdv. Col.1-16 wrdvra els adrov éxtiorat, 
which repeats the foregoing év air@ éxricOy Ta rayra.’ Since then my 
conviction has been strengthened that in our passage we must accord- 
ingly read eis avrovs and not the textual eis éavrovs. 

7-33. ph dprov éobiwv pyre otvoy wivev. The Baptist could not have 
been accused of gluttony if he ate bread. The original reading seems 
to me to be that of D and most of the Latin and other versions which 
omit dprov and oivoy, it being meant by éoOiwy that John was not 
indulging in ordinary food but strictly limited himself to hard fare. 
Probably dprov was intruded by one who wished to point out that the 
Baptist’s food was dxpides kal wédt &yptov, and not bread as is the food 
of other people; when dprov was thus clapped on, ofvoy would naturally 
follow suit. 

7-35. erxasOy } copia dé TOv Epyuv adtHs. Read Sapdpea for copia. 
We have here a loose quotation in the form of a proverb from the 
savage stigmatization addressed to Jerusalem in Ezek.16-51 Sapdpea 
KATO TOS Huioels TOV GpapTLav Gov ov NuapTe, Kal érAHOvVas Tas dvopias 
cou brép avras (i.e. trép Sapdpeay and Sddoua), kat edixaiwoas Tas 
ddeAdas cov (i.e. Sapdpeav and Yddopua) ev rdcas rails dvopias cov ais 
exoinoas. The meaning is that Samaria by comparison has proved 
righteous in her sinful works. 23-4 Sapdpea jv ‘Oorg kai ‘TepovoaArp 
jv OodrBa, As Samaria’s sinful works, according to Ezekiel, have been 
thrown into the shade by those of Jerusalem, so the sin of your obsti- 
nate unbelief has thrown into the shade all previous known iniquities. 
In Ezekiel there are further comparisons of Jerusalem with 3ddoua 
and Svpia; the latter would be nearest palaeographically to codia, but 
on the whole I think Saydpea is the most probable lection. 
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7-37. yuvh, Hrs Ty ev TH Woder Gpaptwdds. Le. yuv7 roAurixy, @ woman 
about the town, a public woman. Sophocles records an instance of 
roderixy in this sense from Theophanes Continuatus 430, and I seem 
to remember that Dr. Milligan has quoted another instance in one of 
his writings, but I cannot now recall in which. Cf. also ClemA.Protr. 
2-13 adpyynv wodirida. Plut.Lucul.6 Uparkia ris fy évopa, tev éf'dpa 
kat Aapupia duaBoyrwv ev TH ode, TA pev GAAG KpEirrwy ovdéev dvédyy 
éraipovons yuvaixds. Xen.Mem.3-11-1 yuvaikds ev rH wddet olas cuvetvas 
76 weiOovrs (= any one who paid, see my note on Acts 12-20). The word 
preserved in MGk in the form dypécra, a public woman, exactly as in 
Heliod.3-3 Sypwdes yuvaixas. Neither Grimm nor Zorell comment upon 
év Ty oA. As a matter of curiosity I may add that the Byzantine 
pedants attached the epithet woArrixés to the modern verse of fifteen 
syllables as an opprobrious term, i.e. prostitute. 

épaptodds. Paspati (refer to my footnote on Jn 15-8) states ‘ to-day 
public women are called duaprwAai among themselves, and épuapravw 
is to follow the profession of a harlot, 

7-38, atéca dmiow mapa Tols wédas adtod KNatouca, 7ipfaTo Bpéxewv Tobs 
mddus adtod tots SdKpuar Kat tais Oprét THs Kepadis adris éfduage, cat 
karedirer Tods 1ddas adtodKal Hrewe TH pdpw. This passage cannot have 
been suggested either by the narrative in Mark (14-3) or by that 
in Matthew (26-7), for in those narratives no washing of feet is men- 
tioned, and the complaint made against the woman is not that she 
was a sinner as in Luke, but on the score of so much costly perfumed 
oilbeing wasted; moreover, in Mark and Matthew the head of the Lord 
is anointed whereas in Luke the feet only are so treated. Luke’s account 
must have come from some other work now lost, which being perhaps 
loosely phrased Jed him into a regrettable misconception, he in his 
turn dragging down everybody else who has since read this passage. 
Judging by the construction of xarepirer rods rddas adtod Kal HAeube 
T@ pdpo we must conclude that Luke meant rovs wddas to be an object 
not only of xarepires but also of Ae, and so have all commentators, 
so far as I know, understood the syntax. But in the original work I 
surmise that yAepe was unconnected with rovs rddas or meant so to be. 
For, in the first place, how could the woman neglect to anoint the head, 
which was the obvious and most important thing to do, and only 
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anoint the feet? Secondly, washing of feet is frequently mentioned in 
Scripture (cf. Jn13-5.Gen.19-2. 18-4. 24-32. 43-23, Judg.19-21.1Kings 
25-41. 2Kings11-8. Cant.5-3), but nowhere isit accompanied with their 
anointment. In the lost work the object of 7Aede must have been riv 
kepaAny, either explicitly expressed or to be supplied. The absurdity 
of the feet being anointed must have equally struck some transcriber 
or transcribers at v. 46 éAaiw tiv Kepadry pov ovk HAEuas, atTy Se pipw 
nAewé prov Tous rodas, for D and several Latin and other witnesses omit 
tovs wddas and only give éAaiw riv Kehadny pov odx HAreupas, airy Sé 
pope nArcupe, Le. riv Kehadyy. 

Katepider rods mé8as. Cf. Esth.[ 5] prety 7a réApara roday airod. An 
Oriental sign of humility, preserved in the kissing of the feet of high 
dignitaries of the Christian Churches. I have seen it done at Jerusalem 
and at Samos, 

7-40. elev mpds adrov. The variant diwit ad Petrum, or dixit Simoni, 
is well worth consideration, 

7-45. eioqdOov. Griesbach has given preference to the variant eiojA- 
ev. Pernot, Etudes sur la langue des Evangiles, p. 201 ‘ Les meilleurs 
manuscrits donnent eic#AOov, que conservent les Editeurs, mais la 
lecon ciojAGev, quoique beaucoup moins attestée, est la seule logique, 
car la femme n’est venue que lorsque Jésus prenait son repas. C’est 
probablement 4 la présence de eio7nAOov v. 44 qu’est due son intrusion 
au v, 45.’ 

8-4. rav kata mod. Zhe men belonging to a town, the townsmen. Cf, 
Acts 21-21 rots xara 7a 20. 24-14 micredwv aor Trois Kara. TOV Vdpov 
=believing all that exists, or is recorded, in the Law. Similarly Acts 
15-19 rots dro trav eOvarv. 

8-14, mopeuspevor ouvmviyovrat. In my note on Jn 12-10 tajyov Kai 
ériorevoy | have commented as follows: ‘In MGk, when reference is 
made to a man’s action with disapproval or astonishment, to the verb 
denoting that action the verb ryyaive (= trdye, wopeverar) is often 
added without any notion of going,’ and I have illustrated this pecu- 
liarity by abundant examples, We have a like case here; the versions 
therefore which go forth and are choked or as they go on their way they 
are choked are incorrect. 

8-18. Brérere obv was dxodere. Take heed how ye are instructed. Cf. 
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Hebr.2-1 dei repiroorépws rpooéxev yas Trois axovabetor. Ap.3-3 pvy- 
pdveve obv ras eAndas = tuabes, jxovoas (cf. Arist.Bg.989 rv Awpiort 
povnv ay dppotrecOat tiv Avpav, GAnv Sovk eédrAav AaPev. Ran. 251 
rouTi rap vpov AopBdvu, Le. pavOdvu. Plat.Theaet. 175e dppoviay Adywv 
daBovros, etc, all these examples quoted by Blaydes at Arist. Hg.991), 
For dxovew = tobeinstructed cf. Jn 5-30 xabars dxovw xpivw. 6-45 dxotcas 
mapa TOU warpos Kat pabwy. 8-38 & yKovcaTe Tapa TOU warpos Tovetre. 
Mt 5-21 jrovcoare dre éppeOy rots dpyaios. Xen.Mem.4-7-5 otdé rovtwy 
dvijxoos (= uninstructed) jy ; see my notes on Jn 5-30 and Rom.10-17. 

8-23. dddmvwcev. So Philostr.A poll.8-7 drexdGevdov. The preposition 
the same as in the MGKk dzoxoipyOyKe, he fell off to sleep. 

8-24, Sinyerpav adtavy A€yovres “Emordra émordra, dirodddpeba. ‘O Sé 
SueyepOeis ereripnoe TO dvenw Kat TO KAUSrL TOD Udatos, kal eradoavTo 
kat éydvero yadyvyn. Elie 8€ adrots Mod 4 wiotis Guay; doByOdvres Sé 
€Datpacay Aéyovres wpds GAAHous Tis dpa odtds eori; So far as I know 
no scholar has taken exception to doByOévres 8é Cbavpacar, but such a 
statement seems to me paradoxical ; it states that as a consequence of 
their terror the disciples were astonished, whereas the only rational 
sequence would be the reverse, i.e. that having been first struck with 
amazement they were seized with terror. My opinion is that no deri- 
vative from $d8os figured in the original text, for there is none in the 
parallel passage of Mt 8-25, which is practically identical with that of 
Luke, running thus: jyepay adrov Adyovres Kupre, cdcov, droA\ipeba. 
Kai déyer adrots Te decdoi éorre, dAvydrioror; Tore éyepOels ereripynoe rots 
dvéuows Kal TH Gardcoy Kal eyévero yadyvy peyddAn. Oi S& dvOpwror 
€otpacay 'héyovres Llotards éoriv otros; I suggest Tod 7 iors ipav 
€Bn; Ldvres b¢ Cavpacay. When describing anything wondrous Luke is 
particularly fond of adding that everybody was astonished, and it is 
unlikely that he failed to do so this time. Cf. 4-36 éyévero OipBos ért 
wdvras Kat cvvehddovv pos dAARAOs A€yovres. 2-47 eEloravro Sé waves. 
2-18 wdvres of dxotvcarres Cadvpacay. 1-65 kai éyévero éri wavras poBos. 
5-9 OdpBos repiecyev aitov Kat wavras. 5-26 éxoracis eAaBev dravras. 
7-16 chaPe S¢ AdBos aravras. For rod 4 riots tuav éBy cf. 2Act.Pil. 
10-2 rod die Byoav 74 dyad. dora érotgoas ; Hom.® 229 wy éBav cbywAai; 
B 339 ay dy cuvOecias re Kat opxia Byoerar yu; Gal.4-15 od otv 6 
Paxaptopos budv; 2Pet.3-4 rod éorw % érayyedia; Asch.Socr.Dial.3 

D 
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(quoted by Bloomfield) wot ra rpdcbev adynpara; Possibly on becoming 
faint in the prototype ¢@y wdvres was read as hoByOevres under the in- 
fluence of Mk 4-40 éfoByOncav ddBov peyav. 

8-29. moddots yap xpdvoig guynpidKer adtév. For it had seized him 
many years ago. The sense of ypdvos = year is illustrated in Sophocles 
by many instances, to which those of this passage and 20-9, as well 
as of Oxyr.Pap.1424 and 1593, may be added. It is the specific term 
in MGk for year. The wish éppdcGai ce ypdvots odors Which occurs in 
the above Oxyr.Papyri corresponds exactly with the MGk greeting 
byeles Kal ypdvia ToAAG, good health and many years to you. The English 
version oftenizmes is of course erroneous, as has already been pointed 
out by Meyer, the error starting with the Vulgate; but Meyer’s own 
rendering during along time is no better. Both with the sense of often- 
times and of during along time we should have had the present cvvap- 
wace. and not the plusquamperfect. The Vulgate’s imperfect arripiebat. 
is an additional error. 

9-3. pndev aipere eis rhy 65dv, pte fd BSov. Luke repeats here the mis- 
take yydé paBdov which exists in Mt 10-10. At that place I have com- 
mented as follows ‘The picture which these words bring up before the 
mind’s eye is that of an Eastern fakir who travels barefoot and scantily 
clad, begging his way. But invariably such beggars carry a rude staff 
to lean upon. These sticks are not articles of luxury and involve no 
expense. Hence I think that instead of pde péBdov the correct reading 
is dAAH paBdov (GANA = ef pr, cf. Dan. (LXX) 3-95 jnde rporxvvyowor 
Ge érépw GAN} Oem) in accordance with what is in Mk 6-8, namely, 
ei py paBdov. M and AA being interchangeable in old manuscripts, 
YITOAHMATAAHPABAON (that is, drodypar'aAA')) Was misread as 
YIIOAHMATAMHPABAON under the influence of pu) wjpay, and py 
was afterwards changed into y7dé in accordance with the proximate 
pyoé. Should my suggestion be correct, it would follow that the blunder 
occurred very early, as the injunction to the disciples to carry no 
staff is repeated in Lk 9-3 in a way which precludes the supposition 
of an error.’ Cf, also Philos.9-4-20, where the Hssenes, a species of 
fakirs, are described as travelling pydev hépovtes rAHV GrA0v= pd BSov. 

9-4. eis Hv av oixiay eioddOnre, exer pévere kal exeiOev eképyeabe. The 
Vulgate renders in quamcumque domum intraveritis, ibt manete et inde 
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ne exeatis, a reading supported by one old Latin, one Greek minuscule, 
and the Aethiopian version, but ignored by Baljon and Souter. Soden, 
however, has done well to record it-though he does so half-heartedly— 
for it is the genuine reading, i.e. wx e€épxeoGe. The Aposties are exhorted 
to stay in one house and not to wander from house to house like common 
beggars. See my note on 10-7. That a minuscule offers this lection is 
one out of many proofs that the minuscules are not to be despised as 
is the fashion, For the loss of the negative see my note on Jn 5-46 and 
more particularly my note on Rom.1-19. 

9-13. odk elow piv wrelov 7 wevre Gptor Kat duo tx Ques, et pte Topeu- 
Oévres tpets Ayopdowper cis mdvTa Tov Aadv TodTov Bpwpata. The text as 
it stands must imply that the disciples had the means of buying food 
for five thousand people, which of course is out of the question. 
Besides, there is an insuperable difficulty in the combination ei pyri, 
for prt always introduces an interrogation and «i does not comport 
with such ; you cannot say if do you perhaps wish ete? The manuscript 
U, however, does not read ei but 7, which yields an admirable sense, 
ie. or is thy wish (spoken ironically) perhaps that we should ourselves 
go and buy food for all this crowd ? That we have to do with an interro- 
gation is proved by the parallel interrogation of Mk 6-37 dzedOdvres 
dyopdowpev Staxooiwy Syvapiwy aprovs ; 

9-26. ds yap dv éwaroxuvO7 pe. An allusion probably to the sneering 
in vogue among the enemies of the followers of Christ of which many 
of them were shy and in consequence of which they hesitated to call 
themselves Xpioriavo’é. This sneer or dvedos is implied in Mt 5-11 
paxdptot éore Grav dvediowcw ipas. Hebr.11-26 peiLova mAotrov yynod- 
pevos tov Aiydarov Onoavpiv Tov évediopov Tov Xpirrod. 1Pet.4-14 ef 
dvedileaDe ev dvdpatt Xprotod, paxapio. 16 €i d& ws Xproriavds (ris 
waoxet), py aloyvvécOw. Tat.Graec.17 Kai duels O& yeAwros Hv py drorav- 
anole, Tav adrov dy wep Kai of yonres Tyuwpidv daroAaicer Oe. The last 
quotation shows that the sneer was intended to be such as to excite 
mirth. What was it that gave rise to the sneer? I believe it was the 
word Xproros, which the enemies of Christians pretended to derive 
from ypiw in the offensive sense of besmearing. It is also in allusion to 
this that probably 2Cor.2-15 refers to edwdia, meaning that if, as we are 
sneered at, we emit an odour, that odour is a sweet one. 
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9-30. otrives foav. Id est, Cf. 2-11 cwrip, ds éore Xprords. 

9-31. éfod0v. The going out of the corpse from the house, funeral, and 
by extension death, exitus. The word as £8 (= éédd:0v) still alive in 
demotic MGk in the sense of funeral. 

9-33. pt eldas5 5 Adyetr. This can only mean not knowing what he says, 
which obviously conveys an impossible sense; but by distorting the 
present tense of A¢ye into an aorist and rendering not knowing 
what he said the translators have made things worse, creating an 
impression as if Peter had previously uttered some outrageous remark. 
What the situation calls for is clearly that St Peter was confused 
at the apparition and at a loss what to say. In accordance with this 
some few minuscules read ri éyy as it stands in the parallel passage of 
Mk 9-6 od yap woe Ti droxpiOy (cf. also v. 58 odk exet wrod THY Kepadry 
khivy. Mk 8-1 py eydvtwy ri Pdywou. Xen.Mem.2-1-30 dia 7d pndev exe 
ére wos. LEvang.Thom.7 7é eiw ovd« olda), but as usual their reading 
has been neglected. The Vulgate correctly nesciens quid diceret. 

9-39. kat omapdoae adtdv. In several documents this is preceded by 
kal pyooet, which I believe to be right. It was probably omitted because 
pyooe. was thought to express the same as orapdoce:; but it signifies 
throws down (see my following note), and this is what happens to the 
unfortunate epileptics. 

9-42. éppygev adrév. Threw him down. So in the AV, but exaggerated 
by the Revisers into dashed him down. Sophocles under v. pyyvupe 

= fyoow) quotes this very passage in the sense of to throw down. 
In MGk fyoow in the form of fyyvw has displaced pirrw. Coraes in 
Plut.Sull.37 says ‘76 rap’jypiv pyyve eotiv adro 76 dpxatov pjoow, pyyviw 
q pyyvup..” We can watch the beginning of this evolution in Eur.Bacc. 
633 dwpar eppngev xapale. 

9-51. 15 mpdcwrov aitod éoripige rod TmopedecOas eis ‘lepoucadnjp. Cf. 
Dan.9-3 ddwxa 76 mpdowrdy pov ert Kipiov Tov Gedy Tod éxlyTioaL 

éomnptge ets ‘lepoucadyp. Cf. Enoch 24-2 doy ér'dvaroAds éoryprypeva. 

10-4, pydéva kata Thy 686v domdonobe. An injunction not to imitate 
beggars, who in order to extort alms often stop passers-by with their 
whining salaams or salutations; see my notes on 9-4 and 10-7. The 
disciples are to go on their way scantily clad as fakirs or mendicants, 
but to avoid anything that would assimilate their manners to those 
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of importunate vagrants. Probably something of the same sort is en- 
joined in 4Kings 4-29 éoy edpys avipa ovk evAoyyoes abrov, Kai éay ed- 
Noyjon ce avip od« aroxpiOyoy aird. Robinson, The Evangelists and 
the Mishna p. 216, referring to our passage, remarks ‘ In times of great 
anxiety and concern in the state mutual salutations were prohibited.’ 
But there is no trace of anxiety and concern at this place. 

10-7. év aury Sé 77 oixla pévere éoOiovtes Kat mivovtes Ta trap adray 
—déos yap 6 épydrys Tod pc80d adrod—p} peraBatvere ef oixias eis oixiav. 
As pointed out in my note on 9-4, the Apostles are commanded not to 
comport themselves after the manner of undignified mendicants, who 
go a-begging from house to house. Such a nuisance must have been in 
the order of the day in those times. For, taking advantage of the pro- 
verbially blind enthusiasm of new converts,there must have issued forth 
a crowd of vagabonds who went about representing themselves as 
Apostles and men persecuted for their stubborn loyalty to their new 
faith ; they would point to their poverty as if it were the result of their 
personal sacrifices, adding many other pitiful tales, and thus in the 
name of Christian fellowship eliciting contributions from the credulous. 
Similar tricks are not unknown in our own times. That the traffic in 
Christianity was not inconsiderable is shown by 2Cor. 2-17 od ydp éopev 
ws of vroAXoi KamrnAevovTes TOV AGyov TOD Jeod. 

10-8, éoOiere 74 mapariOdpeva Suiv. A further injunction bearing upon 
manners, which directs the Apostles not to behave like gluttons but 
just eat decently what is put before them. So Weiss ‘ hier lediglich in 
dem Sinne, dass sie nehmen sollen, was man ihnen bietet, ohne weiteres 
zu fordern.? The same admonition in Sir.34-16 gddye as avOpwios 7a 
Tapakeipevd oot, Kal 7 Stapacd py pronOys (probably pucayOys, lest thou 
excite disgust); madca: rp&tos yapw matdeias (i.e. like a well disciplined 
man) kal py drAyorevov. Similarly in MGk rpdye cay dvOpwros, which is 
a current expression and means eat like a man and not ravenously 
like a beast. 

10-11. rév kovopréy drropacadueda, Valckenaer remarks ‘ verbum 
droudooerOae his in libris inusitatum, neque ab aliis, quod sciam, 
Judaeis graecientibus adhibitum,’ and corrects dérotwacadpeba in ace 
cordauce with 9-5 rév xovioprév dmb tay rodéy daotwagare. Mt 10-14. 


Mk 6-11, 
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10-22. mdvro, mapedd0n pou bd Tod Tatpds pou, Kal obdels yurdoxer tis 
ot 6 uids eiph 6 warhp Kat tls €or 6 TaThp eiph 6 vids Kal @ édv Bou- 
Anrat 6 vids drokaduvipar, All commentators translate all things have 
been delivered to me, but the following words ovdels yuwdoxe xrA de- 
monstrate that zapedd0y por denotes have been taught, explained, to me. 
In my note on Rom.6-17 I have commented as follows ‘zapedd0nre= e61- 
ddxOnre, you have been taught. So Sophocles in v. rapadiSwyu. Cf. Just. 
56c ws édddxOnuev dpOdvws wapadidovres. Euseb. EH. 6-18 yewperpiav 
mapad.oovs. In this sense Mt 11-27 (= Lk 10-22) ravra pou rapeddOy b7d 
Tod ratpés pov and Acts 4-33 dedidovy (probably wapedidouv) ro pvory- 
ptov(Mss paprvpiov). Similarly the simple d.devar, cf. Jn 17-8 ra pypara 
& Séduxds por dédwxa, adrois. 17-14 eyw dédwxa airois Tov Adyov cov.’ 

10-29. O€\uv Sixardoot éaurdv, The scribe, as shown by dvéorn and 
éxreipacwy of v. 25, approached Jesus with hostile and insidious inten- 
tions, and there is nothing in the text to show that he modified his 
attitude; on the contrary, by his further question xal ris éoriv pov 
aAnoiov he still endeavours to trip up the Lord. I do not therefore con- 
sider that duxadoaz is right. The original reading, it seems to me, was 
Gérwv Soxtpdcat ere airov, desiring to make a trial of him once more, 
what is stated by éxe:pd€ew in v.25 being here repeated by its synonym 
Soxidlev. Compare similar attacks made by the scribes as related at 
11-53 qpéavro of ypapparets drooropilew adrov rept tredvev évedpevovres 
avrov and at 20-20 dréoredav eyxabérovus troxpwopévous éavrovs dixaious 
elvat iva, értAdBwvrat adrot Adyov. The change was probably brought 
about by the influence of the rebuke addressed to the Pharisees in 16-15 
ipeis éore of Stxarodvres Eavtods évadriov Tov avOpdrwv. 

10-40. 4 8é Mdp0a mepreomato wept-moddiy Stakoviay. Martha’s dca- 
xovia Changed character in the legend of later times and she became 
glorified.as a saint specially interested in charity; cf. Acts Phil.94 4 
d¢ Mdpba early 7} Staxovotoa trols tAnOeow Kal Koridoa opddpa. See my 
note on Jn 11-5. 

10-41. éAtywv 8é Ere xpeia 4% Evds. A locus desperatus. Part of the 
corruption is 7 évés, which probably represents a marginal comment 
referring to éA/ywv and meaning ‘or write évés.’ A few documents omit 
H &vos. 

11-8. et Kal od Sdoe. dvacrds Sid 1d etvar adtod pidoy, Sid ye thy 
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dvaiSerav adrod éyepbeis Sdcer aitd dow xpyter. The words Sid ye tiv 
dvaideay avrod have been translated yet because of his importunity, 
though admittedly dvaiseav means shamelessness. It has been supposed 
that the neighbour who asks for the loan of the three loaves persists in 
his request, making himself importunate and objectionable, a make- 
shift view which I presume emanates from St Chrysostom, for Euthy- 
mius says ‘dvaideray dé elre THv eripoviv THs aitjocews.? By a novel 
method of translation it is this supposed importunity which our ver- 
sions give and not what our text explicitly states, As a matter of fact 
there is nothing in the text which points to an importunity ; on the 
contrary, the neighbour’s request is made politely and only once. On 
the other hand, it is clear from the context that his friend returns no 
rude answer but hands the loaves; he does so, however, not simply 
because he is asked by a neighbour, that is not a sufficient inducement 
for him to overlook an inconvenience, but for a better reason, namely, 
because he sees him in a real fix and thinks it a duty to help him 
out of his difficulty. Therefore read dic ye riv évdecav adrod, yet because 
of his need, which is in accordance with Deut.15-7 od wy ovodiyfes 
THY XElpa cou dd TOD adeAdod Gov Tod éemideopévov’ dvoiywy dvolEes Tas 
Xelpas cou abr@ Kai daveoy davieis aiira doov émidéerat, KaPdrt évOectrat, 
Cf. also Isa.25-4 éyévou rots dbupyoacr bevdecav oxéryn. Act.Thom.149 
awAnpuTYS TOV ewav doTEepnUaTwV Kai Tpopeds TIS éuAs evdeias. Just.292b 
Tas mpoogopas Kal Tas Ouoias drévdeay (because he was in need?) 6 
Ocds éveretAato roveiy ; The same thought in Xen.Mem.2-7-1 tas daopias 
trav didwv de evSeav érapxeity. The idea of importunity was probably 
suggested by 18-7 6 dé Oeds od py moujon Ti exdikyow Tey éxrexTdv 
avrov Tav Bowvtuv aiT@ yépas Kat vuKrds ; 

11-13. wveGpa. dyvov. A variant déua dyafdy seems to me preferable, 
for a bestowal of the Holy Ghost is here incompatible with the con- 
text. Bentley ‘illud wvetua ayvoy est ex interpretatione.? 

11-19. Néyere ev BeedLeBovd exBddrew pe Ta Satpdvia. Ei Se eyo év 
BeedLeBovdA exBdddw Ta Sotpdvra, ot viol Gudv év tive exBdddoucr; Ard 
toito kpitat Guay aitot eoovrat. Et $é év SaktUdw Oeod eyo éxBdddo Ta 
Saipdvia, dpa epbacer ef ipas 4 Bactdeia tod Geos. A passage too con- 
cisely worded, and its drift has become exceedingly obscure. I believe 
it to be this: You accuse me of having dealings with the devil on 
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the ground that I cast out devils, asserting that it is by the agency of 
Beelzeboul that such miracles are performed. But your own friends 
claim that they too cast out devils (since there are exorcists among 
you, see Acts 19-13), and by your reasoning they must have dealings 
with Beelzeboul. Such an imputation would be resented by them, who 
would treat you as liars. I thus land you in a dilemma; either you 
must admit that your friends are infamous, which you will not do, or 
that I cast out devils by the help of God. As you are driven to elect 
the latter alternative, you must also admit that the kingdom of God 
is upon you, in other words that I am the Messiah. 

11-21. év eipyyy ote ro Swdpxovta adrod. I.e. ra trdpxovra airod 
gor év owrnpia or owlovrar; also in 19-42. For eipyvy = salaam, 
cwrypia see my note on Apoc.7-10. 

11-22. émav 5é icxupérepos abrod éweNOdy vixjoy abrév, thy wavoTAlay 
attod atper epi éwemolOe Kat 74 okida abtod SiadiSwouw. The clause 
Kal Ta TKDAG avTod diadidOwoiv Was no doubt taken from Isa.53-12 rav 
ioxupav pepiet oxvAa, But xtra here is not a well-chosen word, for it 
is not the vanquished who obtain spoils (oxdAa), but the victors. It 
has been pedantically used because it stands in Isaiah. Matthew 12-29 
fitly replaces oxtAa by oxevy which is not in Isaiah, and this shows 
that his verse was borrowed from Luke. 

11-24. dvddpwv. I have explained in my note on Mt 12-43 that 
avddpwy is an early misreading of pvpiwv. 

11-35. oxdwer oby ph 7d dds 75 év col oxdros éotiv. 36 Et ody 75 cdpd 
gou Sov dutetvov ph Exov Te pépos ckoTeELvoy, EoTat pwTewdy Sdoy ds Stay 
6 AUXvos TH doTpamy pwtify ce. This extraordinary sentence has had its 
defenders ; no wonder, for there is no textual monstrosity in the New 
Testament which has not been upheld by arguments more or less in- 
genious. I thought at one time that perhaps, in accordance with Euthy- 
mius oxdrret ovv py 6 vods cxoTicOy and Gal.6-1 cKoréyv ceavtov py Kal cd 
retpacOys, the text originally read oxore: ody py) TO Pas 76 ev Gol oKdTOS 
dora. (= 7, yevyrar, cf. Mk 14-2 ux év rH €optA punrore OdpuBos éorat 
Hebr.3-12 Bréere pyrore ora &v ri Kapdia wovnpd. Protev.Jac.9 pofy- 
Onre pyrus exrat ToUTO), va 7} T6 TOpd Gov GAov gwreivor, pn EXov Te pépos 
oxorevoy ws Grav 6 Adyvos TH dorpar7n pwrily ce. Thus as a conclusion 
from what preceded we should have an advice to the listeners to heed 
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lest their doings degenerate into sins. But D and old Latins drop v.36, 
and I am now inclined to think that, so far at least as that verse is con- 
cerned, it was a clumsy marginal note which, being cacographically 
scribbled in the first instance, took different forms. For the Syr.Sinaiti- 
cus gives Therefore also thy body, when there is in it no lamp that hath 
shone, ts dark ; thus while thy lamp is shining, tt gives light to thee. 
An old Latin says st ergo corpus tuum, lucernam non habens lucidam, 
obscurum est, quanto magis, cum lucerna luceat, inluminat te, Another 
Latin gives si enim corpus quod in te est lucernam non habuerit lucen- 
tem, tibt tenebrosa est ; quanto magis autem lucerna tua fulgens lucebit te. 

11-41. ra évovra Sdre eXenpocdvny. An admonition repeated in 12-33 
mudyoare Ta brdpxovTa byav Kat Sore €AXenpootvyy; it is on the lines of 
Tob.4-8 ds wor trdpxot (= 7a évovta) xara 7d TAAOS Toinoov é& airév 
éXenpooivyv. The admonition comes in abruptly because there is a play 
upon the word évévra, which means both contents as well as what you 
can, As it were: We speak about the cleanliness of the éowGey (the 
évdvra); yea, give 7a evdvra (what you can afford) in alms, and then 
everything will come right..I have indicated similar artifices in my 
notes on 12-22. Rom.6-3. 7-4 and more especially 10-8. 

11-42, dro8exatoire 7d HSUoopoy kat 1d miyyavoy Kat Tay Adxavov. As 
the Jews did not tithe every herb but only such as are fragrant, 
wav \dxavov is suspect. The parallel passage in Mt 23-23, from which 
‘Luke drew, mentions 76 dynOov, and this may have been the original 
reading, the more so as there exists documentary evidence, recorded 
by Soden, in its favour. What reason could Luke have had for re- 
placing 76 dvyfov, one of the most fragrant herbs, by every kind of 
herb? Or, was he perhaps ignorant of the Jewish (see my note on 2-11) 
custom and thought that it did not matter much if he deviated from 
Matthew’s words ? 

11-44. rd pyynpeta ta AdynAa. Graves without any signs indicating 
that they are such; probably graves of the very poor. Encycl. Bibl. v. 
Medicine p. 3007 ‘the disposal of the dead was extramural ; ordinary 
earth burial with or without coffins was perhaps the commonest.’ 

11-47, odat bpiv, Ste oikodopetre TA pynpeta THY mpodyTar, ot Sé TaTépEs 
bpav dwéxrewav adrous. "Apa paptupes éore kat cuveudoxeite Tols Epyots 
Tov Tardpwy Sav, Ste adrol pey dréxreway abrovs, Gwets Sé oikodopetre. 

E 
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In its present form there is no possibility of eliciting a sane meaning 
out of the text, for is it not nonsensical to say that, inasmuch as they 
built the tombs of the prophets and thus honoured them, the lawyers 
evinced approval of the deeds of their ancestors who had murdered 
those honoured prophets? That is, however, exactly what the text tells 
us. But in D and several old Latins (disregarded by Baljon) there is 
a variant paprupés eore pu) ovvevdoxetv, which affords a perfectly appro- 
priate sense. A lawyer urged a strict adherence to the burdensome 
traditions of the Jews, and Jesus answers: Ye inconsistent hypo- 
crites! You build the tombs of the prophets whom your ancestors 
murdered ; how can we then follow the example of your ancestors as 
you urge, when by your own action in honouring those prophets you re- 
pudiate the deeds of your ancestors and protest that we must dissociate 
ourselves from their principles? For pdprupés éore py cuvevdoxeiy = 
paptuperOe py ovvevdoxety, you protest that we must not concur in, cf. 
Nehem.9-29 érepapripw airots ériotpéat avrovs eis Tov vopov cov. 13-15 
erepaprupauny ev yep mpdoews arav (= éreuaprupayny py mumpacKeiy). 
Herod.5-92 émipaprupopeba py Kariordvat. 93 éereuapripovto py qworéeuv. 
Thuc.6-29 éreuapripero py amdvros wépt aitod diaBodds darodéyec Oat. 
Aesch. Hum. 646 tpuds Sdxove tatreya papripopat. 

paprupés eore. Qu.uapriperOe or eripaptupecde. 

11-53. 7p§avro évexew kat drooropifer * adrév wept whecdvov. Respecting 
évéxew Meyer correctly remarks ‘not to be angry as usually inter- 
preted, which would require a qualifying addition such as yéAov 
(Herod.1-118. 6-119, 8-27). But his own interpretation they began 
terribly to give heed to him in a hostile sense is quite as inadmissible, 
for the hostility of the scribes did not begin on this occasion but was 
of long date. Nor is the reference to Mk 6-19 évetyey air@ to the 
point; that means éurvyoikdxe adr, bore him a grudge, and such an 
interpretation is equally incompatible with ypgavro. The context 
demands a notion of pressing (by arguments and contradictions), and 
the variant ovvéyew, which is recorded in several Mss, seems to me to 
meet the case. Cf. 8-45 ovveyoval oe kat droAiBovot. 19-43 of éyOpoi 
Gov wepikvKAdoovel oe kal ovveovel oe wavTobev. With this agrees also 
the Vulgate graviter insistere. 


* Most Mss give dmooroparicev. 
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With regard to drocropifew I do not know where the English trans- 
lators have found that this verb means to provoke him to speak of 
many things. Sophocles renders dzrootopifw by to put dificult questions 
to any one, and refers to Evang.1Thom.6-3 7péaro drooropilew tov 
diddoKador, kal otk icyucey aro droxpiOjvo., and evidently this is the 
correct sense here. The word is still familiar in MGk, but its import 
has become more forcible. Cf. Vlaikhos ‘ drocropo, fermer la bouche & 
quelguwun [by arguing him into a corner |, réduire au silence, confondre.’ 
The Vulgate gives os eius opprimere, which looks as if it understood 
the word in the MGk sense, which is also that of Evang.1Thom.19-2 
COavpalov mas raidiov trdpxwv arocropile: Tovs mpeorBurépovs. 

12-3. 800 év TH okortig citrate év TO huti dxovalyjcetar. The scope of 
this sentence is not different to that of the following 6 zpos 7d ots 
eAaAjoare év Tos Tapeios KypuxXOyoerat ért Tov Swyarwv, except that it 
represents a man choosing not a private but a dark place in which 
to confide a secret. But why should darkness be necessary for such a 
purpose? What is essential is privacy (év rots rapetous) ; darkness is 
quite beside the point. I therefore read 6c év r7 oxoria érovetre ev TO 
guti épOyoera, for it is strange that the case of a bad word should 
be mentioned but nothing said about that of a bad deed. The corrup- 
tion was due to éroretre having been misread as eirare, after which 
éhOyoerat would easily lapse into dxovo6yoerat. It follows then that 
Mt 10-27 3 Adyw tyly ev tH cKoria ciate ev TH Hurl Kal 3 cis TO OS 
akovere kypvéare eri trav Swudtwy is a later addition borrowed from 
Luke after the corruption of his text. 

12-15. ott otk ev TH weprageder Tivi H Lwh abrod ot ék tov bmapxdyTev 
adrod. I think that fw? here stands for Bios = wAodros (cf. 8-43, etc) ; 
in this signification it occurs twice in Herod.8-105.* If so, the sense 
is fora man’s wealth does not consist in the abundance of his worldly 
possessions, this thought as a conclusion being again pressed in 
v.21 otros 6 Oncavpilwy éavr@ kai py eis Ocdv wAovrdv. To express 
his idea St Luke seems to have used a very peculiar construction, 
which in ordinary style would have been ovdevi yap éorw 7 Cut éx 
TEepicoav brapxovTwv. 


* Cf. also Hom. £96 7 ydp of (a7 Av doneros. 208 (why éSacavro. 7429 xara 
(ary payépev pevoetéa modAny. 
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12-20. 6 Oeds. Qu. 6 Odvaros. 

12-22. ph pepipvare TH puxy (= aept ris Wuxijs, cf. v. 26 ri wept ray 
howdy pepisvdre;) Te pdynte pyde TO odpare Spay ti évBvonobe. The 
antithesis both here and at the parallel passage of Mt 6-25 is between 
providing for the outside needs of one’s body and satisfying the inside 
cravings of one’s belly. Therefore the version of Wvy7 by life is not 
correct ; in fact, it creates a false antithesis between the body as a 
whole and life. There are many passages where Wvy7 as a Hebraism 
signifies belly. Cf. Deut.12-23 ob BpwOyocera: 4 Wuyi) pera TOV Kpedv. 
24-2 dhayy crapvdyy doov Wwuxyv cov éumAnoOjva, Job 38-39 yyxas 
Spaxdvrwy éumAjoes. Prov.19-15 yoy depyod rewdoe. 25-25 tdwp 
Yuypov Woxn Subwon mpoonves. Sir.34-29 aixpia woyys oivos mivdpevos 
moAvs. Hos.9-4 of aprot airy rais Wuyais abrav obk eiceAcvcovra. The 
synonymity of wx and Koda is shown likewise by Cant.5-4 4 xoiAéa 
pov €OponOn érairov, where xotAia = heart, soul. It was because of this 
synonymity being well felt that Wuyxixds dvOpwiros came to mean a man 
addicted to gluttony or generally to materialism, as opposed to zvev- 
parixos, the spiritual man, In MGk yx is the region of the belly. 

In the words immediately following 7 yap yxy wAciév éore THs 
tpopis I think wuyy implies its specific signification of soul. For similar 
artifices see my note on 11-41. 

12-29. ph tyrette th pdyynre Kat ti minte Kal ph perewpifeobe. The 
Vulgate renders nolite in sublime toll, in which it is followed by 
Luther; but as Grimm rightly remarks, such an interpretation ‘ pa-. 
rum quadrat ad antecedentia.’? The true interpretation is shun dis-. 
orderly conduct, for ri zinre points to Luke having had in view riotous. 
drunkards. Cf. v. 45 éay dé edn 6 Sotdos éxetvos Xpovier 6 kipios pov 
épyeo Oat, kal dpéyras tUmrewy Tovs raidas Kat Tas watdioxas, éoOlew Te Kal. 
rive kat peOvoxec Oar. Such recommendations of a rather puritanical 
spirit we have also in Rom.13-13 edoynpovws repurarjcwper, py Kamo. 
kat peOous. Eph.5-4 pydé dvopalécOw ev tyuiv pwpodoyia 4} edtpamedia. 
1Cor.10-7 also repeats the contemptuous words of Ex.32-6 éxdOuwev 
6 rads payety kai meiv Kal dvéornoav waile. Sophocles quotes three. 
instances from the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries of perewpilouar 
in the sense of to be frivolous or in high spirits, to amuse or enjoy one- 
self, and four others from the third and fourth centuries of werewpic pds: 


XII ST LUKE 29 


as equivalent to levity, amusement, jesting. ClemR.1Cor.30 had in his 
recollection Rom.13-13 py cdots kai peGors in saying pevyovres pébas 
Kat vewrepicpovs, where we must no doubt correct perewpicpovs. In 
Protev.Jac.6-2 for duerAdvwv airyv (= amused her) there is a variant 
éuerewpicay. Both the verb and the noun are still alive in MGk, though 
rather obsolescent. Vlékhos v. perwpiZopa ‘ badiner, plaisanter, jouer,’ 
and v. petrwpov ‘ badinage, plaisanterie.’ Also pérwpos is still alive in 
the sense of buffoon, jester, scurra, though overlooked by Vlakhos. 
Wagner, Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, p. 144, quotes va ocuwtvxwouw 
oAvyovTouKkd Twa TOV peTewpicpdtwv, to say a few jocular things. 

12-36, wore dvadvon ek Tov ydpwv. The English version, misled by the 
Vulgate quando revertatur a nuptiis, renders this by when he will re- 
turn from the marriage feast. But dvadiw means to depart ; Sophocles 
v. dvadvw besides other instances cites our passage in support. The 
original meaning is to weigh anchor; Liddell and Scott ‘to loose from 
the moorings, to weigh anchor, Lat. solvere; and so generally to depart, 
go away.’ It is clear that if dvaAvoy meant he will return, the following 
eAGovros would be superfluous, 

12-37. poxdprorot Soddor eketvot ols 6 KUptos EAOdy EUphoer ypnyopodvras: 
Gut A€yw Gpty Ste wepibdoerar kat dvakdwver adrods Kai wapeNOay Sra- 
kovyoet adtois, Kav ev ty Seurépa Kav ev TH Tpity pudaky EOy Kal evpy 
ow, pakdptot elo éxetvor, It has been sought to account for the strange 
condescension of the master by theological arguments, seeing that on 
its own merits the idea of the master waiting upon his slaves is 
thoroughly preposterous, especially when applied to the East where 
the point of dignity is so strong ; see my note on Rom.16-1. I cannot 
believe that the words déy2jv Aéyw xr come from Luke, not only because 
they are so bizarre but also because they split the clauses paxdpror of 
dodAor éxetvat ods 6 KUptos EADY cipyoe ypyyopodyTas and Kav év TH Sev- 
Tépa Kay ev TH Tpity puvdaky €AOy Kal evpy otTw, pakdptol eioty éxelvot. 
To me the words in question seem to apply to guests who, unexpect- 
edly perhaps, arrive at a hospitable house bringing glad tidings, and 
to have been intruded here from another work. 

12-45. édv 8é etary & Soidos xpoviter 6 KUpids pou EpxeoPar kal &péqrar 
eoOiew te kat mivew kat peOUoxeoOor. The proper conduct of a servant 
during his master’s absence is given in XII Patr.Jos.3-5, where Joseph 
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says that day daedypet 6 Kipids pov, olvov odk Erwvov Kal TpinpepiCuv 
eAduPavev pov THY TpOPyy. 

12-49. wip FAOov Badeiv emt thy yiv, kat ti Oddw et Hdy avAhOn; Ba- 
TTLopa dé Exw Pamricbivat, Kat mAs ouvexopat Ews dtou teheoOy; It does 
not seem to me that any one has ever elicited any plausible meaning 
out of this passage. That it is corrupt the words Bdrriopa éyw Ba- 
aricOyvat ought to make plain, since Jesus’ baptism had already been 
performed. I suggest wip 7AGov Badety ei tiv yyy, Kat Ti wevOG ei Set 
dvabOjvar; Bacdvicpa éxw BacavicOqvat, kal ri cvvéxopoae pyTus TeACTOH 
I have come to set fire upon the earth and why do I grieve if tt is to be 
kindled? a torture I have to be tortured and why am I distressed if it 
should be fulfilled 2 Jesus seems at first to fall into an agitated state at 
the impending strife and his own sufferings, but suddenly to rally and 
stifle his anguish, calling to mind that those misfortunes had been 
pre-ordained for a divine purpose and were part of his mission. To 
practically the same effect Jn 12-27 viv  wuxy pou Terdpaxtas Kat Ti 
elrw 3 warep, Cody pe ex THS Gpas tavrns ; “AAAG Oia TodTo HAGoyv eis THY 
apav Tavtyv. 18-11 76 wornpioy 6 Sébwxé por 6 TaTHp od py Tiw aire ; 

Set dvapOivon. Cf. Mt 24-6 de? yevéeoOar, etc. 

BacavoOivat. Corrupted also in 1Cor.15-29 ézei ti roijcovew of Ba- 
arilopevol Uirep TOV VEKPOV; el CAwS veKpol ovK éyeipovTat, Ti Kal BarriLovrat 
itp abrav; (where read Bacan{dpuevor and Bacavilovra, that is, why 
do people take so much trouble for their sake? Cf. Gal.5-11 ef wepirropyy 
ert knptoow, tt ert Sidkopar; if I am to preach circumcision still, why 
should I be willing still to undergo persecution? HermP.9Sim.9 «i ody 
pypi, Kupie, dvaynyn eo, ti ceavrov Bacaviles; why does thou take so 
much trouble? Pseudo-Ignat.Trall.10 rivos évexev éyw dédenar Kal edxopar 
Onpropaxjoat ; Swpedy ody drobyjoKw). In Ignat.Eph.8 Bacavifouor has 
been corrupted into dyvi{oyat. Reversely, in Lk 16-16 4 Bactrcia rod 
Geod ebayyeAilerar kai was eis airyy Pidlerae it is most probable that 
Biageros has supplanted Bamri€erat. 

éxo = peddAw. Cf. Jannaris, App.IV, § 13, and my note on Rom.9-10. 

pymes teheoOy. Against this conjecture of mine it must be admitted 
that it is difficult to account for the change of pyws into éws drov or 
into the variant dws od. 

12-57, ti 8é kal dd éautav of Kpivere 76 Sixarov; Read éd’éavrav, in 
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your own christian courts; cf. 1Cor.6-1 xpiverOat emi ray adikwv Kal odxt 
ért rav duxatwy. 6-5 Kpiverat emt drriorwy. Acts 24-20 ri ebpov ddiknpa 
ordvros ov emt Tod cuvedpiov; 24-21 éya xpivopot éd’dpav (a wrong 
variant id’ipay, as in this passage).* This injunction in Luke is an 
anachronism, for the Lord addresses Jews and he is unlikely to have 
recommended them to avoid their own Jewish courts. Itis an injunc- 
tion suggested by what was happening in later times when Christians 
were urged not to appeal to non-christian courts but settle their 
differences among themselves. This feeling is referred to in 1Cor.6-1 
TOALG TLS bpOv mpayj.a Exwv mpos Tov erepov Kpiver Oar emt Tdv adixwy kal odxt 
ért rev dyiwv ; 6-5 obk eve ev piv oddels coos Os Suvfoeras Siaxpivar ava. 
pécov Tod deAGOdD adTod, dAAG adeAos pera GSeAov Kpiverat kal ToUTO él 
ariotwv; That Luke had in view Jewish and not Roman courts is clear 
from v.59 ov py e€€AOys exei0ev Ews ov Kal 76 2xyarov Aerrov arodas, which 
indicates a civil case; the Romans only interfered in criminal cases. 

13-32. idoers GrorehS otjpepov kal atpiov Kat TH TpiTy TeNerodpat’ 
TAH Set pe oHpEpov Kal AUpLoy Kal TH éxowevy wopeveoOar. If the text is 
right, a comma should be marked after the second avprov, and idceis 
dzroreActy supplied. I.e. J must perform my cures to-day and to-morrow 
and then proceed on the day following. But more probably a word like 
épyalec Pas has been lost after atpuov. 

13-35. adterar dpiv 6 ofkos Guay. Many documents add épypos, the 
addition being due to misunderstanding ddierat, which was taken to 
mean is left whereas it means éeyxaradcirerat, is being forsaken. The 
translation of the Syr.Sinaiticus by 7s forsaken does not perhaps re- 
produce its text with complete exactitude. For ddéera: = éyxaranei- 
metat Cf, Mt 24-40 eis waparapBdverar kal eis ddierar. In MGk also 
éyxatadeirw is expressed by adivw = adinut. 

& otkos suav. Your nation; cf. olkos ‘Ioparr. 

duiv. An ethic dative, for you. 

14-7, Edeye 5é pds Tods KeKANMEVOUS TapaBodyy. And he told a parable 
aiming at guests. According to the more usual expression it would be 
eis TOUS KexAnpuevous. Of. Xen.Mem.3-14-4 vopuioas 6 veavicxos eis atrov 
eipjo bar ta AexOevra. 


* The same blunder in Thuce.1-97-1 amd rowdy fuvddwrv BovdevdyTav, where read 
exis Of. 6-40-2 ep)’ éaurijs (ij wéAcs) oxowodca. Heliod. 2-17 é¢’ éavriay dv oxomoiper. 
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14-8. Stay KhyOis bard Tivos eis ydpous (fo a festivity), ph KaraxdOis 
eis Thy TpwToKuolay, pymote evTiysdrepds vou 7 KekAnpevos Om adTod, kal 
€MOdv 6 oé Kai adréy Kaddoas épet oor Ads ToUT® Témov, kal TéTE Gp—y peT 
aigxuvns Tov éxxatov Térov katéxetv. This is also enjoined in Prov.25-7 
(quoted by previous commentators) kpelocov ydp cot To pyOjvat dva- 
Bawe pds pe) tarewaoal oe ev tpocdty Suvdcrov (in the presence of a 
superior person). Cf. also Lucian.683 jets ai 76 Setarvov odkeO bpolws 
évrijos ovOe wepiBrerros Tois Tapovow, GAA HY Tis GAXos exer éAGy veo- 
Aéeorepos, eis TovTicw ot, Kai ovTws eis THY atimoTaTnY ywviav éEwobels 
katdaxetoat, What is portrayed in these passages actually takes place in 
India; at receptions an early guest may be shown to the best place, but 
if subsequently a more important person arrives, that early guest will 
be asked quite coolly by the host to yield his place to the new arrival. 

14-14, paxdptos goer Srt odk Exouow dvtaTododval vot. The conjunctive 
is declarative and not causal, and it should not be disjoined from 
paxaptos €oec by a punctuation as is usually done. The meaning is thou 
shalt be fortunate from the fact that they are unable to make a return 
to thee. 

14-18, apfavro dé pds wdvres wapattetoban. I.e. dxé pias puvijs, as 
some commentators have already explained. Cf. Lucian, Nigr. 14 dva- 
Bojoat pug povy wavras worep éoxeppevors. Herod.5-93 daas tis abrav 
govyv pytas aipéero tot KopwOiov tiv yvwunv. The phrase has come 
down to MGk as povomids (probably through pdvov od pds) and diayuas, 
meaning at once. 

14-23. dee cis Tas S80bs Kal gpaypots Kal dydyKxacoy cicedOetv. 
The English translators, misled by the Vulgate and the usual signifi- 
cation of dvayxalew, have rendered dvdyxacov by compel and constrain. 
But there is no trace of a necessity for compulsion either here or at 
Mk 6-45 and Mt 14-22, where this verb recurs. The meaning suitable at 
all these passages is that of directing or requesting; and this applies 
also to Oxyr.Pap.2083 ryv yuvatka qvdyxacev vias. Such is occasionally 
the meaning of dvayxagew in post-classical Greek, as Professor Pernot 
has pointed out to me. 

14-34, édy 8é kat 7d Gras pwpavOy, ev tive dprudyceras; odTe eis yyy 
ore eis KoTrpiav evOeToy eotiv, The text is defective, for who has ever 
heard that salt was or is employed in Palestine for improving the soil ? 
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The natural thing to have said first of all surely was that bad salt 
is no longer fit for food. This we obtain by correcting yijv by rayyv. 
Cf. Hesych. v. rayn ‘7 civadis tov mpos tpopiv dvayxaiwy.’ Originally 
ray meant ration, but eventually its meaning evolved into food 
generally. At Oxyr.Pap.1139 the editors say ‘the word is commonly 
~ used for food, e.g. Chron.Pasch.1386 4 tay} abrot rapa rot Bacthéus.’ 
It is still a familiar term for ration, but the verb rayi{w means not 
only to ration but principally to feed. Vidkhos v. rayilw ‘ nourrir, 
donner 4 manger, donner en ration.? Sophocles registers two examples 
of rayi~w = to feed from the ninth and tenth centuries. At Mt 10-29 
yiv seems to have displaced wdynv. The change of rayjv into yyv may 
have been caused by a reminiscence of 1Kings 2-8 dwora dro yis 
mévyta kat dd KoTpias éyeipe. wrwxdy. As regards eis xorpiay I do not 
think that it has been added because xorpia has anything to do with 
salt, but by way of emphasis as the very opposite of food. 

15-10. yiverou xapa évamiov tav dyyéhov. The English version there 
is joy in the presence of the angels. But évdmiv trav dyyéAwy is merely 
equivalent to trois dyyéAots; see my note on 1-6. Huthymius at v. 58 
‘évamriov wou, TouTéeati els wé.? 

15-29. épot odSdmore Edwxas Epupov. Thou hast never given me (even) 
a kid. Goats, not producing wool, which was the chief source of wealth 
in primitive times, were considered animals of comparatively low 
value. The good son complains that his father would not sacrifice for 
his sake a young one of his least valuable animals. 

16-8. émjvecev 6 KUptos Tov oikoydpov Tis GBtkias tt ppovipws emoinoer. 
How could the master praise his steward who had robbed him? It was 
not the master, not 6 kvptos, but the viol rod aiévos rovrov, the men of 
this wicked world, ie. 6 xéopos, Who praised the shrewdness of the 
dishonest steward. In aiming at worldly goods they understand how 
to acquire them by efficient though dishonest ways; but the men of 
light and faith, who aim at salvation, do not understand how to secure 
it. All this looks like a thrust at certain avaricious men who would not 
contribute towards the needs of their fellow Christians, and the thrust 
is continued in v.11. The same error in 1Cor.7-22 6 yap év xupiw (read 
Kdopm) KryGeis SotAos daeAevOepos Kupiov éor’y. At1Cor.11-11 we have 
a reverse misreading in the variant xéopw (see Tischendorf) for kupiw. 

F 
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tov oikovdpov ris aduxias. The steward of unrighteousness, i.e. the 
steward of heathendom, ad.xéas being practically the same as the 
following 70d aidvos rovrov. In the same sense it recurs in 16-9 papowva 
rijs aStxias and in 18-6 xpurijs THs adidas. So also v.11 dSixos popwvas. 
For by extension of meaning ddicos = heathen, idolatrous, gentile ; cf. 
1Cor.6-1 roApd tis buav, rpdypa Exwv pds Tov Erepov, Kpiver Oat ext raV 
adikwv Kal ody! eri rév dyiwv ; Apparently a Hebraism ; cf. 2Kings 7-10 
vids ddixias = a heathen. Esth.1-[ 5] duxaiwy vos = the Jewish nation.* 

eis Thy yevedv Thy éautdv etor. Ave in their own times. Strictly speak- 
ing, we should have éy r7j yevea TH éavrdy, cf. Gen.6-9 rédevos dy ev 77 
eved. avrod, etc.; but in Hellenistic times cis with the accusative was 
often used in cases where classically the norm is év with the dative, 
cf.1-20 rAnpwOyoovrat eis roy Katpov adray, etc.; see Blass’s Grammar 
§ 39, 3 and 4. 

16-9, woujoate EauTois pidous ek Tod papwva tis a8duias, iva Srav 
éxXlrry SéEwvtar Spas eis Tas aiwvious oxynvds. The import is: Create for 
yourselves friends by charity and sacrifices out of your worldly (rijs 
dS.uxias) wealth, so that, when you lose it by your death, those friends 
by bearing witness to your goodness may procure you a better wealth, 
an eternal bliss in the heavenly abodes, 

16-11. ef obv év TG GBikw popwvg morot odk eyéverOe, Td GAyOwdy tis 
Spiv moredoer; If you have not proved yourselves good trustees in this 
life by making proper use of your insignificant worldly (dd/kw) wealth, 
who will entrust to you that wealth of holiness which is in heaven ? 

75 GAnOivdv = 76 Sixacov, the holy, in contrast to the preceding ré 
aSixw. In my note on Rom.3-7 I have stated ‘dA7@ea. From the con- 
text it is clear that dA7Qea is here employed in the same sense as 
dixaocvvyv in vy. 5. Apparently a Hebraism; cf. Ps.24-10 édeos kal 
édjOera. See my notes on 3-21. 14-7. 15-26. Also 2 Kings 2-6 roujoa 
xbpios pel budy edeos kat dAjGeav. Tob.13-6 rorijoas évarvov airod (rod 
xuptov) ddjOeav, etc.’ See also my note on Jn 3-33. 

16-12. ei év ro GANoTpiw moTol odK eyéverbe, 7 Gpérepov Tis doer 
ipiv; This verse is an interpolation, intruded by a commentator who 
misconceived the sense of the antecedent verse. He took a8éxw to mean 


* Lightfoot at Gal.2-15 ‘the word dyaprwAot was almost a synonym for 26v7n 
in the religious phraseology of the Jews.’ 
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the treasure which does not belong to you, which you acquired by unjust 
means, and 7d dAnOwov to mean the treasure which is your real and — 
rightful property. Were the verse genuine, we should have to conclude 
that Luke penned a meaningless sentence, 

16-16. 4 Baordela tod Peod edayyeNilerat Kat mas cis adthy Brdterar. 
In justification of Biaeros expositors (see Meyer) have referred to 
passages like Thuc. 1-63 BidcacOa eis rHv Tlorefdouav, but there Bia- 
cacfa. means to force one’s way into, as Jowett accurately translates ; 
this presupposes a strong resistance, and it is inadmissible that re- 
sistance was offered on the part of the kingdom of God to those who 
were eager to enter it; the will of God was that men should adopt 
Christianity and thus enter heaven. The Peshitto adds cice\Oety, its 
translator evidently having taken Bideras in the MGk sense of making 
haste; such a sense is intelligible, but the addition of ciceAOcty would 
be indispensable. Here eis aitriv Bidlera: can only mean is forced into 
it. But where do we find that men were forced to embrace Chris- 
tianity ? On the contrary, the complaint in the New Testament is that 
Christians were persecuted and forced to keep back from the Gospel ; 
ef, 21-12 émBadotow éf'ipas Tas xeipas adrav Kal dwwEover, mapadiddvres 
eis Tas Twaywyas Kal pudakds, drayouevous ert Baoireis Kal Hyeuovas 
evekey TOU dvopards jou, etc. In my view Bidéerat is an error for Bamrti- 
ferat (see my note on 12-49), the import being: The Law and the 
Prophets and their commandments, which you Pharisees advocate, 
were only valid until John; but since his advent it is the kingdom of 
God, i.e. Christ, which is preached and which all righteous men em- 
brace, as shown by the fact that they hasten to be baptized in the 
name of Christ. Mt 11-12 dad 8¢ rév ypepdv Iwavvov rot Barricrod éws 
dpte y BactAcla Tév oipavéy Bidlerat cai Biacral dprdalovow airyy was 
borrowed from Luke after his text suffered mutilation. 

16-25. drédaPes Ta dya0d cou év TH Loy cou kai AdLapos Spotws Ta 
Kakd viv S€ Ode twapaxaheirat, ob 5é€ dduvdoor, The antithesis to év ry 
Cwy cov requires de, but the antithesis to ot d¢ requires the variant 
doe. The original reading must have been dd¢ dde. So Chrysostom 
otros @de and Hpiphanius dde rapaxadetrat 6 aitos Adfapos. As at the 
time when this gospel was written ddeand dd¢ had a very similar, if not 
identical, sound, one of them would almost inevitably be disregarded. 
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17-5. NpdoGes fpiv miorw, Ele Sé 6 kuptos Et éxere moti ds KdKKov 
owdrews, éhéyete dv. TH cuKapive tary expiLdOnte Kal puredOnte ev Tr 
Oardoon, kal bmjxoucey dy Suiv. The Lord’s answer is not relevant to 
the request of the disciples for a bestowal of faith; to be such it 
should have contained a hint as to whether or how it would or could 
be bestowed. Instead of which the Lord is made to go off the point 
and mention the mighty wonders which the Apostles would perform 
if they had faith. Therefore I think that icyiv was the original word 
and not riorw. By this reading the Apostles ask for power, and the 
Lord answers that what they need is faith; if they had faith, they 
would be invested with power. 

17-6. et €xere. The variant «i eiyere is preferable. 

17-10. SoGXor &xpetor éopev. We are mere slaves, men of no account, 
to whom no thanks at all are due whatever trouble we may take 
in the service of our master. Luke seems to use dypeio. as the reverse 
of xpyoroi. 

18-6. 6 kpiths Tis dbuctas. The judge of the unjust, or idolatrous, 
world ; see my note on 16-8. 

18-19. odSeis dyabds eipt ets, Oeds. In my note on Rom.5-7, I have 
suggested that this clause is probably an echoing of the Gnostic con- 
troversy respecting a Oeds dixotos and a Oeds dyads. If so, the addi- 
tion 6 warjp after Oeds, of which Marcion has been accused as being 
the author, most probably was originally part of the clause, That it 
is feebly attested would be no wonder; once it became controversial 
matter and was attributed to Marcion, it would of a certainty have 
been systematically erased from all books read in the churches; such 
was, for instance, the case with the story of the adulteress in Jn 7-53 
(where see my note). With the exception of 8B, all Mss give 6 eds ; 
but the article must have been added when 6 zarjp was erased. Even 
the transcribers of NB at first wrote 6 Oeds, which demonstrates the 
tendency at the time of all transcribers to add the article. 

Luke’s clause has been copied into Mt 19-17 ri dyabov roujo wiva 
exw Cwiyv aidviov; “O é etrev aitG Ti pe epwrads wept rod dyabod; eis 
éorw 6 dyads, but it has been bungled in the copying. 

19-12. dvOpwrds Tis edyevhs EropedOy cis XWpay paxpdv AaPely éauTe 
Baoweiav. The nobleman described is a private person, and it is 
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curious that such a person should be represented as going in search 
of a kingdom. But probably Luke had vaguely in his mind the history 
of Archelaus and Antipas, who at the beginning of the first century 
travelled to Rome to place before the Emperor their respective claims 
to the kingdom of Palestine. 

19-13. kaddaas 5é Séxa Sovdous EauTod ESwxev adrots Seka pvas. In the 
parallel passage of Mt 25ff, from which Luke drew, three slaves only 
come into the narrative, and that is the case also in Luke according 
to one of the readings of v. 20, which is adequately attested and gives 
6 €repos, meaning of course the remaining one, i.e. the third one. 
Tread therefore rpeis for Séxa. The lapse from I’ =three to l= ten was 
a very easy matter, for it is well known that confusions of this kind in 
numerals are a familiar feature of Mss. The alternative reading ofv. 20 
érepos (without the article) would not invalidate déxa, but one does not 
see why seven more slaves should be brought in as kw@a rpdcwra. 

19-16. mpocetpydcaro. Blaydes at Arist.Hg.840 with his usual tho- 
roughness has illustrated épyafecOa: as denoting to acquire. 

19-21, aipets 8 odk €Oyxas. Plummer ‘ perhaps a current proverbial 
expression.’ The proverb occurs in Philo (see Taylor, Pirqé Aboth, 
p. 143) & pi xaréOnxev pnd avarpetoGar. Add Aelian.VH.3-46 6 uy karéBov 
yn AduBave. Meyer quotes Josep.Ap.2 5 py KaréOnKé tis odk dvaipy- 
cerat and Solon (in Diog.Laert.10-2-9) & pi) EGov py avery. 

19-23. obv rékw dv Empaga aitd. [should have collected it with interest. 
The English versions, in rendering érpaga by required, have unfor- 
tunately reproduced the Vulgate inaccuracy exegissem. Here érpaga 
stands for cioémpagéa, as it often does classically (see Liddell and Scott). 
So 3-13 pydev rapa 76 Suareraypevov tpiv mpdooere, Where again the AV 
is inaccurate in rendering exact, and still more the RV with its extort. 

19-25. wat efwov air Kupte, exer Séka pvas. Bleek (see Plummer) 
_ rejects this verse in accordance with its omission in several Mss, in- 
cluding D and Syr.Sinaiticus. Whether interpolated or genuine, it is 
not in its original form. The answer to the master is that the first slave 
had already received his reward, and the reward was not the deposit 
of the pvat but towns. Therefore the reward mentioned in the answer 
ought to be in terms of towns. So instead of pvds I read kwmas. 

19-31. édy Tis buds epwrd Acari Avere, obws epetre Ste KTA. This punc- 
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tuation lends an emphasis to ovrws for which there is no occasion. The 
punctuation should be dari Avere ots; why do you loose like that ? 
i.e. without a right, arbitrarily. So exactly it would be in MGk yraré 
Aovere roe (=ovTws) ; 

19-38. eipyvy ev obpava kat Sdéa ev dioros. The evapOpa stand for 
simple datives, of which idiom I have treated in my note on 1-1, 
where I comment upon év jpiv. Respecting cipyvn I have explained in 
my note on Apoc.7-10 (see also my note on Lk 11-21) that it is a 
synonym of owrnpia, reproducing the Oriental salutation salaam. So 
that év otpave cipyvy would mean blessings to heaven or heaven be 
blessed ; it follows that Sega év iwiorous means glory to the highest or 
the highest be glorified. Cf. Rom.16-27 7 80§a eis rods aidvas. 1 Tim. 
1-17 Geo tiny Kai dd€a, etc. It is an aivos or thanksgiving, as in fact 
is evident from npgavto aivety Tov Gedy of v. 37. 

19-42, ei €yvws kth. The apodosis to this truncated sentence is some- 
thing like ed dy oor eiye, it would have been well with thee. Such trun- 
cated sentences with ay (= ¢i) are quite frequent in MGk. Vlakhos v. 
av ‘[émt edyis| & Kal ay ypxero! ah! sil pouvait venir }? 

ei €yvws kat ov. Meyer ‘as my palyrai No comparison is intended. 
In MGk xai ov is often added in commiserations, as it were thou 
unhappy city! Plummer ‘the xai od [perhaps] implies no com- 
parison.’ 

+a mpds ecipyyyny. I.e. ra mpds cwrypiav. See my note on 11-21. 

19-43. ore H§ouow kTrX. This depends from xAaiw, to be understood 
from éxdavoev of v. 41. Namely, I weep over thee, for days shall come 
upon thee, ete. 

19-44, émoxomfs. Euthymius ‘ éripedeias.’ As a derivative of ém- 
oxérropat this noun means a visit for comforting or succouring those 
who are either sick or in mourning or in prison; here metaphorically 
employed as if Jerusalem, which was looked upon as a moral delin- 
quent, were physically afflicted. 

19-48. 6 Lads yap daras efexpeparo adrod dkodwy. Huthymius ‘didacko- 
pevos.’ See my note on 8-18. 

20-9. daredijpnoev xpdvous troddods. Went abroad for many years. The 
version of ypdvous rodAots by for a long time, due to the Vulgate, is 
not correct ; that would be expressed by the singular, as in Acts 14-3 
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ixavov xpdvov Sérpuyay, etc. As explained in my note on 8-29, ypédvos 
is often employed in the MGk sense of éros. 

20-16. kat Sdcer Tov dumedGva &ddots. As it is not a question of the 
vineyard being made a gift of but farmed, the correct reading must 
be kat éxducet, i.e. kaxdwoer, and not cat ddce. It is so higher up in 
v.9 éptrevoey duredGva kal é€édoro airov yewpyois. I have commented 
upon a similar fault in my note on Mk 12-9, comparing the parallel 
passages Mk 12-1 and Mt 21-33 xai é&é8orTo atdrov yewpyots. So also 
Mt 21-41 rév dpredva éxddcerat dddAots yewpyots. It may be, however, 
that Luke copied faithfully Mk 12-9 after its corruption. 

20-20. éyxaQérous. The same as évedpevovras (edpa of course being a 
derivative of e{opat), lying in wait. Cf. Gen.49-17 ddus éf’680d eyxa- 
Onpevos ext tpiBov, and metaphorically Jez. 35-5 évexdGicas 7G oikw 
IopayA d0Am. By extension éyxéGeros occasionally is employed in the 
sense of deceitful (compare insidiosus), and generally of rogue, zavoip- 
yos, a8 it is likewise here: cf. v. 23 karavoynoas 8& abrav THY mavoupyiav. 
In the same way évédpa means not only ambush but also treachery ; 
ef, Plat.Legg.908d dcdrou kai évédpas rAjpys. In Thuc.1-56 ri éyOpav 
tev KopwvOiwv I have corrected into ryv évédpay tov Kopwéiwv. The 
verb éveSpevw follows suit; cf. Dem.836 « pi TO xpovw evedpevOnpev, 
if we had not been deceived by time, as Liddell and Scott interpret. 
ClemR. in Homilies is very fond of évedpevw in this sense. In Narrat. 
Josep.2 the author most probably had our éyxa@érovs in view in 
saying iddvres THv Kabédpay Trav Ao.wOv; if so, the true reading there 
must be tiv éyxabédpav rHv Aowdv. The same notion in Oypay of 
Rom.11-9 and xatacxorjoa of Gal.2-4. Cf. also Philostr.A poll.7-26 76 
epedpov. 7-27 td tod Aoperiavod Kabewpevos (eyxaferpévos ?). In Oxyr. 
Pap.1114 mpés 76 pydepiay évdépay repi Tas orpatiwtikds Tpopas yever Oar 
Hunt of course is right in correcting évédpay and translating fraud. 

20-26. odk toxucay emAaBdobur rod Ayywatos. The definite article must 
point to a distinct pjua. Which is it? As the text stands this pjya 
must be daddore ta Kaicapos Kaicapt xat 72 Tod Geod rd Ged, which, 
however, does not tally ; there is nothing in that answer which can 
be so twisted as to lend a handle for controversy. Luke no doubt 
wrote otk toxvoay érraBéoGar adrod pus (or pypyaros), they were not 
able to lay hold of him by a single word. Cf. Mt 22-15 cupBovrov 
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édaBov orws atrov wayidevowow ev Aeyw. In fact, at 20-20 dréocreAav 
iva. értAdBwvrat avrot Adyov (or Adyov) we have a repetition of this 
very expression. Cf. also Narrat.Josep.1-3 wevdés fpnya OéAwv adbrod 
katavafsécOat, which is a reproduction of our passage, except that it 
attributes to Judas what Luke relates of the éyxaGérovs. 

20-37. dre Sé éyetpovras of vexpot Kal Mwoys éujvucey emt tis Bdrou, 
ws éyer Kupuov tov Gedy "ABpadp Kai Oedv “Ioadk Kat Gedy “lakadB: Oeds dé 
otk eat vexpav GAG Covrwv, wévtes yap atta Laow. The argument is 
that at a time when Abraham and Isaac and Jacob had passed away, 
God spoke to Moses and called himself a God of those Patriarchs ; 
therefore they were then living. But the addition of 8 to Oeds ovx 
éorw Vitiates the argument and creates a vicious circle; it states 
that, since God is a God of living, Abraham is also living. The Syr. 
Sinaiticus, however, gives and behold he is not a God of the dead, and 
Curetonius similarly et ecce deus, etc.; moreover, several old Latins 
state deus ergo mortuorum non est, all these variations expressing 
logically this clause as a conclusion. This is in accordance with the 
parallel readings of Mt 22-32 and Mk 12-26, which omit 82, thus 
stating Nay, God is not a God of the dead, as Abraham’s example 
proves; he is a God of the living, and Abraham as being alive will in 
due time rise, and along with him the other dead. I therefore think 
that the particle d¢ is spurious, which is further proved by its being 
omitted by D and Origen (see Tischendorf). 

The following words radvres yap aire Caow make things worse. If 
the proof of God being a God of the living is that all live by his help 
(see my note on Rom.14-4), why bring in at all Abraham’s example as 
a proof? These words do not exist in the parallel passages of Matthew 
and Mark, and I have no doubt they are supposititious. 

21-3. ddyOds eyo Spiv Ste 4H xjpa H wroxh atty wheiov wévrwv ZBadev, 
TédvTes yap ovToL ek TOU TeptacedovTos abrois EBadov els TA SHpa,, alTy Se 
€k tod borepypatos adtys. In a somewhat similar spirit Xen.Mem.1-3-3 
buaias d¢ Obwr (Swxpdrys) pixpas dard puxpdv ode Ayetro pevodoban TOV 
am6 ToAAGy Kal peyddwy ToAAG Kal peydra Ovdvrwy, Hesiod.0Op.336 «ad 
Sivapiv Sépdewv t€p’ dBavaroror Ocoiow. 

21-24. ‘lepoucad}p éorat taroupevy brs vay axpr wAnpwOGor Katpot 
é0vay. The import probably is that the old Jerusalem will be trodden 
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down by the heathen until the ruling period of the heathen is com- 
pleted (cf. Acts 24-27 duerias wAypwHeions), and the new and holy 
Jerusalem, that described in Apoc. ch. 21, descends. 

22-6. wapaSodvar aitov drep SxXou adrots. The interpretations without 
a crowd or without a tumult or in the absence of the multitude are not 
correct ; the meaning is without any trouble or inconvenience to them. 
In this sense éyAos is recorded by Sophocles, for he says ‘ 6yAnous —~ 
dxAos, vewation, annoyance, trouble.” Cf. dxAnpos, évoxAciv, dvevoxAyros, 
and Acts Ioan.60 jpéua Aadodvres d016xANTOL adTG éyevdpeBa, by speaking 
softly we caused him no trouble, we did not disturb his sleep. The mis- 
understanding of the sense reaches to a long time back, and to it is 
due the variant rapadotvas adrov abrots drep dxAov. 

22-16. of ph pdyw adrd. There is a variant ef adrod strongly attested, 
which the AV has followed, and it seems to me to be far preferable 
to adré, for it is intelligible that airo should be substituted in accor- 
dance with the foregoing 76 rdécya dayeiv, whereas I do not see that 
any one would think of altering airo into the less obvious construction 
of é€ airod. Cf. Jn 6-51 édy ris Hayy ex TovTov Tod dprov, where Origen 
quotes é« rovrov ro dprov as Todrov Tov dprov (see Tischendorf). For the 
syntax cf. 1Cor.11-28 é« rod dprov éoOéerw. Numb.15-19 drav éoOyre 
db rév dpruv, etc. Bloomfield interprets e€ airot by henceforward, 
which is strange on the part of such a superior scholar. 

€ws Srou TAnpwO7 ev TH Baotdeta. The subject is ro racya, i.e. éws drov 
6 katpos Tod wacxa wANPwOH év rH BactAreia, when we shall be reunited. 
For wAnpw6f 6 xaipos cf. In 7-8 6 Kaipds 6 éuos odrw werAnpwrat. 

22-17. degdpevos worjptov, edxaptoTyoas ele Ad Bete ToUTo Kat Siapepi- 
aate eis Eautods. 18 Aéyo yap Spty Ste of ph iw dad Tod viv dé Tod yevvy- 
patos THs dymédou €ws Srou H Pacteta tol Geo EAOy. 19 Kai NaBav dptov 
edxaptoTioas exhage kat EdSwxey adtots Aéywy Toitd éots 74 cOpd pou 7d 
Smép Gudv S.8dpevov, TodTo Trovette eis Thy euiy dvduvynoww. 20 Kat 7d worn- 
ploy Goattws peta To Sertvicar A€ywv Toito 7d ToTHptov H Kath SiadHKy 
év Ta aipart pou, Td brép Gpav éxxuvopevov. That this passage has been 
transmitted in a most confused condition springs to the eye, but apart 
fromits inherent improbability we have the fact that vv. 17 and 18 are 
omitted by several witnesses. In the parallel narratives ofSt Mark(14-23) 
and St Matthew (26-27) but one drink is brought in, and one alone was 
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necessary, since it fulfilled the purpose of paralleling the wine with the 
Lord’s blood; the second drink in Luke is purposeless. Besides I think 
Siapepicare can only have been intended to apply to the bread. My 
opinion is that the original text ran as follows: Kai AaBav dprov 
cbyapioricas éxAace kat wxev abrots Aéywv Todd éor Td TOpd pov TO 
dep bpav biddpevov' Ad Bere TovTO Kat Siapepioare eis Eavrovs. Kai degdpevos 
76 wornpuov (so several Mss instead of rorjpiov) evyapiotyoas ele TotTo 
76 moTHptov % Kawy SiabyKy év ro aipari pou, 76 brép bpOv éxyvvdpevov’ 
rovro wiere els rHv éuiy dvdcracw. Aéyw 8& ipiv dru od pay wiw dard 
Tod viv dad rod yevvyparos THs déumédov ews Stov 7 Bacrrcla, Tod Jeod 
EXOn. 

The disturbance most probably proceeds from a marginal note which 
aimed at conforming the text to the home service on the Passover Eve. 
That service commences with a blessing of sanctification over the wine 
and drinking the wine, the cup afterwards in the course of the meal 
being passed round again. 

22-18. A€yw yap bpiv. I read Adyw dé duty and place the whole of v.18 
at the end of the narrative in accordance with Mark and Matthew. 

22-19. totito movetre. Read rotro wiere. For similar corruptions see 
Jn 4-7 and 4-10, where for meiy there are variants wroeiy, and XIL 
Patr.Jud.14-7, where the reading is wivy, wive, ain, wie, wove. In 
1Cor.11-25 wovtre is repeated, but that part of the Epistle is not 
genuine. Justin also gives voreire, having taken it no doubt from Luke 
after the corruption. If wovetre were correct, it would have been placed 
at the end of the narrative. Should my conjecture be well-founded, as 
I think it is, all those casuistical controversies connected with the 
Eucharist have raged thanks to an erratum. 

ets Thy epi dvdpvyow. I think eis rH éujy dvacracw. 

22-31. Eipwv, 80d 6 Latavas efrtyoato buds Tod ouvidoat ds Tov TtTOV. 
"Eye 8é eSenOyy wept ood iva py exAlary 1 wloTis cou, Kal od wore emtaTpepas 
ornprfov rods &deAdous oou. This cannot be a reflection upon the conduct 
of the disciples, for their conduct is commended in v. 28 by tpets O€ 
€ore of Stamenevnkores per éuod ev ToIs wepacpois pov. It must be an 
utterance of distress at some unsatisfactory event which happened in 
St Luke’s time. This event is, I believe, the desertion of the faith by 
numerous Christians either from dread of persecution or from disap-- 
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pointment at seeing the faithful die contrary to the promise of im- 
mortality which they thought had been made to them. Such an apostasy 
is alluded to in Acts 20-29 ofa ort civeActoovrai pera. THY adisiy pov 
Aico Bapeis cis tpas py heddpevor Tod wowpviov, kat e& tyadv adrav ava- 
oryoovra. avopes Aadodvres Steotpappeva Tov arorm|ey Tovs paOyras éricw 
atrav. Accordingly the scope of our passage must be: Simon, Satan 
will derange the minds (for ééyrjoaroread éxorjoet) of the faithful and 
make a plaything of them; but thou shalt remain steadfast, and re- 
visiting thy weak brethren shalt bring them back to the fold. Some- 
what similar thoughts are Apoc.2-10 idot pédrAee Badr 6 did BodAos 
e& tay els pudraxyy iva retpacOyre Kat exynte Odiw ypepdv Séxa" yivov 
mioTos, kal Sdow cor Tov otédhavov THs Cwys. XII Patr.Ben.3-3 day ra 
mvevpata Tov BeXiap eis racav zrovnpiay OAibews exotyowow dpas (cf. 2 
Chron.15-6 6 Geos ékéorycer airots év racy Orie), od py Kuvpretowoty 
DpOv. 

6 Xarovas é&yTHoaTo Spas. It is a strange conception that Satan 
should entreat God—for, whom else was he to entreat ?—to deliver 
the disciples or the faithful to him as his prey. Expositors seek to justify 
the text by a reference to Job 1-11 dadoreAov rH xeipa cov Kal dat 
mavtwy dv éxe’ fH pay eis mpdowmrdy oe eddoyjoe (read ddAoyyoe. both 
here and at 2-5). Tére elrev 6 kipios 73 SiaBdAw "180d wdvra boo. éorw 
ai7@ Sidwys év 7H xeipi cov; but the analogy is very remote, if indeed 
there is any. I emend ééyryjcaro by éxorjoe; cf. 2Chron.15-6 6 Oeds 
eéorycev abrovs. 3Mac.1-25 érepavro tov dyépwxov adrod voby ééard- 
ve THS evTeOuuypevyns Bovdjs, etc. In XII Patr.Ben.3 there exists the 
same misreading, for the text fluctuates between éforjowor and éfar- 
THO WVTAL 

ipas. Apparently the whole Christian body meant. 

22-32. émorpépas ornprfov trols ddehgous cou, This reminds of Paul’s 
suggestion to Barnabas in Acts 15-36 émiorpéeparres 8) érirkeadpeba, 
Tovs ddeAous. Peter here likewise is instructed to revisit the Christian 
brethren and reconfirm them in their weakening faith. 

22-36. &yopacdrw pdxatpay. I have repeatedly lingered over the pur- 
port of this sentence in combination with i80d pdyarpar dvo and ixavdv 
éore Of V. 38, but it is baffling. Not only is it incredible by itself that 
the Lord should have recommended his disciples to arm themselves, 
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but such arecommendation flatly contradicts v. 51, where he deprecates 
violence and forthwith proceeds to cure the wound which one of his 
disciples had inflicted. Such explanations as that he forewarns the 
Apostles of the dangers which would beset them henceforward in their 
mission are forced and ignore the immediate use of a weapon in v. 49. 

22-45. Ow pds rods palyras eSpev adrods Kounwpevous did THs Adis. 
Grief does not induce sleep (as we all have experienced) but keeps 
awake, whatever imaginative critics may say to the contrary. Cf. Eccles. 
2-23 mepiomacpos airou Kai ye év vuKT od Koipatat 7 Kapdia adtod. 8-16 
idety TOV qEepioTacpov TOV TeroLNpEvoy ert THS ‘yns, OTe Kal ev Huépa Kal ev 
vuxti varvov dpOadpois airod odk gore PA€rwv. Sir.34-1 7 pépyuva adrov 
adiora Urvov. Jer.51-33 éxounOny év crevaypots, dvaravow ody etpov. 
Dan.2-1 ééorn 76 rvedpa adrot Kal 6 varvos airod éyévero dr airod. 6-18 
(the King being agitated) éxouyOn ddeurvos kal 6 Uarvos dréory dm’ adrod. 
1Mac.6-10 ddiorarat 6 trvos aid Tév 6bOadpOv pov Kal cuparértwxa 
TH Kapoia aro THS pepipvys. XIT Patr.Jud.18 cvvéyer adrov év wovors Kal 
poxGors, Tov vavov éexdidKer dw airod. Sim.4 évy rapaxy dwa—rvile tov vowv. 
Hom. 04 odd pu tvrvos ypee tavdapdrwp. Shaks.RJ.2-3 where care 
lodges sleep will never lie. Heliodorus in Aeth.2-15 states the contrary, 
Le. zpos 700 kOpa 8a 70 trepBadAov THs Avays wAicOyoay, but. being 
a pedant mindful only of sound he talks at random. Read xoipwpévovus 
ext ths ys. Cf Acts Andr.Mat.17 wepiBrapdmevos cidev rots pabyras 
airod KabevOovras ért tHv yyv, which looks like an imitation of our 
passage. 

22-47. mpojpxero atdtous. Cf. Mk 6-33 zpo7nd\Oev adrovs. At Rom.12-10 
in commenting upon dAA7jAovs mponyovpevor I pointed out that this con- 
struction with the accusative instead of with the genitive is a Latinism 
reproducing antecedentes, and have quoted as other instances this 
passage and Phil.2-3 dddAjAous Hyovpevor. 1Thes.5-13 Fyeio Pat adrovs. 
Pseudo-Ignat.Tars. 9 rovs yoveis rponyetoGe. Souter adopts the variant 
avrav, though feebly attested, and suppresses avrovs, probably by an 
oversight. 

22-51. é&te ws tovrou. A comma should be marked after éare. It is 
the current MGk phrase ddiore (or adiore rHpa, cf. Mt 3-15 des dpre), 
as adrod (or ds adrod Kal py wapéxer), leave off, go no further. 

22-56. ka€rjpevoy mpds 76 pas. The AV correctly as he sat by the fire. 
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The RV as he sat by the light of the fire seems a compromise between the 
opposing views of the Revisers, some of whom probably contended for 
the AV interpretation, whilst others preferred the Vulgate sedentem ad 
lumen. But das here as well as at Mk 14-54 means fire. Bloomfield calls 
this signification a Hebraism, but the MGk durid, a specific term for 
fire, proves that it was genuinely Greek. 

22-63. ot cuvéxovtes adroy évératloy adta Sepovtes, kat meprkadvipayTes 
adtéy érnpdtav adtév Adyovtes Tpopytevoov. The parallel passage in Mk 
14-65 states npéavrd tives eumriew ait@ Kat repikadvrre TO rpdcwTov 
airod Kal KoAadilew atrov Kai A€éyew aito rpopyrevoov. From which I 
conclude that Luke did not write évéra:lov aire but evérrvoy airg. 

22-68. édv Spty etrw, od pi) muoredonte’ edv Sé Epwryow, od pi} dtoKpt- 
Ojre. As the text stands it indicates that Jesus might have been allowed 
to argue with, and silence, the chief priests, which is out of the ques- 
tion. For much less was he subjected to the indignity of being beaten 
asrelated by Jn 18-22. Michelsen corrects éav d¢ épwrnonre, od pi) aro- 
xpt0d, which I believe to be right, and I had conjectured the same 
myself. Luke oratorically develops Mk 14-61 6 dé éovw7a. Kal obK darexpi- 
VaTO OvdEY. 

23-5. kat dp&dpevos awd tis Fadtdaias, See my note on Acts 10-37. 

23-28. Ouyarépes ‘lepouoodtp, ep eauTds kNalere kat emt Ta Téxva, Hpdv, 
drt id0d Epxovrar Hepat év ats épodor pakdpro ai oretpar Kat at Kotdlar 
al obk éyévynoay kat paorol ot obx €0pepay. The Lord of course alludes 
to the épyuwors which was then threatening the Jewish nation at the 
hands of the Romans. So that the following proverb «i év 7d typo Aw 
TavTa ToLodat, ev TS EnpO ri yéevyTas Means that, if in times of peace, 
such as is enjoyed to-day, such enormities are perpetrated, what will 
happen when the impending épyuwors comes upon you? 

23-40, ob8€ GoBF ob Trav Oedy, Sri év TH adTG Kplpate et ; I do not see 
the force of odd¢. Several documents record ovdev, and that is the proper 
lection, being an equivalent of a simple ov. Our passage is reproduced 
‘in Acts Pil.10-2, and there also the reading fluctuates between otdev 
and ovdé. Jannaris §§ 1798 and 1799 ‘ We very often find otdéy as mere 
equivalent of ov. Ovdev was reduced by aphaeresis to dév, a form ever 
since universally current in MGk.’ This evolution of od into ovdév and 
py into uydev I have traced to classical times ; cf. Plat.Soph.254¢ Adyou 
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evdcets pndev yryvapeda., Herod.5-34 obdév ravrws mpocedéxovro eri ohéas 
rov orddov Todrov épujncerba, Xen.Mem.2-1-30 ded 7d pdtv eyew 6 te - 
mops. Hur.Bace.209 dv dpi pay ovdty (=odx) adSerOar Oére. See my note 
on Jn 20-9. 

drt = 6s. In many places, and chiefly in my note on Rom.8-29, 
IT have shown that often ov. represents an indeclinable conjunction 
which replaces relative pronouns in all their forms. 

24-21. HAmiLoper Ste abtds oT 6 péddwv uTpoicbat tov lopayd’ AAA 
Ye Kal oly maou ToUTOLS TpityHy TavTHY hpepay Gye. ad'od tadta éyévero. 
"ANAG Kat yuvatkds Ties €& hpav é&doTrnoov tds. There has crept a dis- 
turbance into this passage. After recounting the occurrences connected 
with Jesus’ trial and execution the natural way for the disciples to 
proceed was to mention the time when those things happened, and 
then as a climax to their bewilderment to add the extraordinary re- 
port of the women. I think therefore that the original text was #Ami- 
Copev Ort adrés éorw 6 pédAAwv Avutpotc Gar Tov “Iopayndr. Tpiryny dé ravryv 
Hpepav aye. ad'obd tadra, éyévero. "ANAG ye kal oby waot TovToLs Kal -yu- 
vaikés tives e& Hav eLeoTyoav yas. Where oty race tovros is placed 
in the text the emphasis and culmination fall upon zpirnv ravryy jyépav 
as if that lapse of time were the most extraordinary thing of all that 
happened. In 16-26 év rao rovrous likewise introduces a culmination. 

24-32. odxt 4 Kapdia Huav Katopevyn Fv ev Hiv, ds eddder piv ev TH 
686, ds Sujvoryev hpiv tds ypadds; It does not seem to me that xaropévy 
fits the context; its meaning would be ardent, passionate, or distressed. 
Sophocles v. xatw quotes from Nicol.Damase. (beginning of Christian 
era) 30 kaidpevos TH TdOw airs. Add Hom. a48 ddAAd por dud’ OSnoji 
(read ’Odve€i) Saippor Saierar Frop. Deut.19-6 didéas 6 dyyerredur, ore 
mapareféppavrat TH Kapdia. 4Kings 22-13 dpyz xupiov éxxexavpévy. Ps. 
88-47 éxxavOynoerar 4 dpyy} cov. 2Mac.10-35 rupwhévres rots Gvjois. 3 
Mac.4-2 orevaypots rerupwpévys THs Kapdias. Plut.Mar.16 Oupuds airis 
mapioTdpevos &SeHéppawve kai duepreye Tas Wuyds. Herod.5-19 cyeddv oev 
— dvaxaopevov cvvinut rovs Adyous Ort €O€Aets qroveewy Te vewrepov. XII Patr. 
Neph.7 éxaduyv rots orAdyxvois pov avayyetAa, my heart was all aglow 
with the desire to announce. D gives xexaAvppevy, which was probably 
taken from 2Cor.3-14 érwpwOy Ta vonpara adrav, dp. yap THs ov pepov 
npeEepas 76 adTo KéAvppa ert TH dvayvace THs Tadaas SiabyKys péver. In 
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the old Latin versions we find a rendering excaecatum, which, as al- 
ready remarked by critics, leads to rernpwpevn, blinded. This once must 
have been written rervpwpeévy, burning, for which its synonym xatopévy 
was substituted. As any one can see for himself at a glance, such sub- 
stitutes are a very frequent feature of the New Testament; I quote as 
instances Mt 5-47 ddeAdhots—irous. 47 eOvixoi—reAGvat. 7-4 éx—drd. 
34 darws—iva, 9-14 rodAd—mu«vd. 36 éoxvdApevor~exAeAvpevot. 15-6 Adyov 
—vopov—evroAnyv. 20-34 éupdrwv—dpborpav. Mk 1-26 dwvijcav—Kpdgav. 
3-30 duaprias—Kpicews. 4-19 aidvos—Biov. 14-44 cicanpnov—onpetov, etc. 
But I think that rerypwpery itself was a misreading of rerwpwpévy, 
for in v. 45 it is said diyvorgev adrdv tov vody Tod cuvtévat Tas ypadas, 
and ovvrevas is often encountered in the same sentence with rwpotcbat 
as its antithesis. Cf. Mk 6-52 od yap ovvijxay émi tots dprois, GAN HV 7 
kapdia, abr&v wemwpwpévy. 8-17 obrw voeire ovde ouviere; meTWpwpevyVv 
éxere THY Kapodiay tuav; Jn 12-40 érdpwoey airév THY Kapdiay, iva py 
voyowot TH Kapdia. So here wetwpwnevyn of v.32 would form the anti- 
thesis to ovvévat of v.45. Another variant in our passage is gravatum, 
BeBapynpévyn, which equally leads to rerwpwpevy. Cf. Exod.7-14 BeBa- 
pyrat 4 Kapdia Bapad=rerdpwrat, both the verbs Bapeto Pat and rwpod- 
ofa: signifying to be hardened. The same reading is also represented 
by the other Latin translation obtusum. 

ws éhdder Hiv ev TH 686, ds Sujvoryev Hutv tas ypadds. For the repeti- 
tion of as cf. 4-25 wohAal xijpat Hoav, dre éxAeioOy 6 odpaves, ds eyévero 
Aipds. Herod.8-56 ds ode eEnyyerOn as Evye. 

24-41. dmorowvtwy adrav dws Tis xapds. The text cannot be right, 
for surely one rejoices if one believes in the reality of a joyful event, 
not if one disbelieves it. I read drocvywvrwv, which palaeographically 
is pretty close to dmiucrovvrwy. Thus we see the disciples struck with 
aphasia from their overwhelming joy at the sudden reappearance of 
their beloved master. Cf. ClemR.Hom.14-9 dgacia cvcyebévres ex THs 
daAynorov xapas. Of &rootyé =to be silent Sophocles cites one example 
from the Constitutiones Apostolorum. 
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1-1. wept wavrav dv (= &) ipgaro 6 “Incois Tovely Te Kat SiddoKew Axpr 
Fs tpepas dvedyppOn. Peculiarly expressed for epi ravrwv dy 6 Inaots 
éroingé te kat édidake dr dpyns dypt dvaAdjpipews, concerning everything 
from beginning to end which Jesus did either in acts or in teach- 
ing. Cf. v. 21 & wavti xpdvw @ cionrAOe Kat efprAOev ef’ judas 6 KUpios 
"Inoots dpédpevos ard rod Barricparos “Iwdvvov éws tis Huepas Fs 
dveAnupOn. 

1-2, évrerhdpevos tots droordédots Sid mvedpatos dylou obs efeddgato. 
The words 614 rvevparos dyiov are generally connected with éevreAd- 
pevos; but the commandment to the Apostles as related at the end of 
Luke’s gospel was direct and not through the Holy Ghost. Our Evan- 
gelist means that the selection of the Apostles, that narrow circle of 

. the twelve, was the result of guidance from above, and so is the 
matter understood in Peter’s Predication referred to by Clement of 
Alexandria Strom.6-6-48 ééeAcauyv buds Sédexa pabyras kpivas agious 
é400, ods 6 xdpios 7O€Anoev. An invocation for a similar guidance we 
have further on in v. 24 ot, kipie, kapdioyvacra mavrwv, avddegov ov 
egc\e£w. Nor is there anything ungrammatical or anomalous in con- 
necting dvd rvedparos with égerdfaro. Cf. 5-35 wpowéxere Eavrois ert rots 
dvOpdrros rovros Th péAdere mpdocew = mpdocew émt rois dvOpdro.s. 
20-18 érioracde dard mpwrys yycpas TOs pel bpov eyevounv = eyevounv 
dro MpUOTYS TEpas. 

1-6. éwypdtuv adrév Adyovtes Kupte, et €v TO xpdvy ToUTw dmoKabl- 
otdvers Thy Bacthelay TO “lopand; Etre 5é mpds adtods Odx Spay éote 
yvavar xpdvous % Katpods, ots 6 warhp eBero év tH idla efoucia. The 
answer put in the mouth of the Lord was no doubt meant to explain 
away the awkward point of no radtyyéveors forthcoming, such as the 
converts were promised and ardently were longing for. In my note 
on Jn 14-2 I have said ‘ At that time the adherents to Christianity, 
who had expected an advent of the kingdom of God in their lifetime, 
were bitterly disappointed to see the deaths of the faithful.’ 


H 
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1-15. dvaords Mérpos év péow tay &dedpay etre (Fv Te 8xXos évopdrwv 
ént 7d adtd ds éxardy elkoow) "AvSpes ddeApot, The parenthesis requires 
qv O¢ as de Béze conjectured. 

dvopdtrwv. Preserved in MGk in the form dvoparos = person, indivi- 
dual. In 1Kings 4-10 for tprdxovra yriddes raypdrwv read évopdrwv. 
Philostr.Apoll.Epist.66 AGov dvoua = a better person, as Conybeare 
correctly suggests. 

1-16. mpoetre 75 mveipa, Td &ytov Sid oTdparos AaPiS wepi "lodSa Tod 
yevouevou 6Snyod tots ouh\aBodor Tov ‘Inooiy, Gre KaTnpiOynpevos Fv ev 
piv. Here drs = ds, being the indeclinable conjunction which replaces 
relative pronouns in all their forms; see my note on Rom.8-29 and 
Jn 1-16. The translator of the Vulgate saw the relative force of dr, 
for it renders qui connumeratus erat. Neither as causal nor as declara- 
tive dependent from zpoete does it suit the context. 

1-18. mpnvijs yevopevos éXdkyoe. The expression zpyvys yevopuevos 
for rpnvyjs weoov is unparalleled. Read wepurevijs yevopevos, becoming 
distended, swollen, to which both Papias’s (see Tischendorf) 6 “Iovédas 
apyoOeis and the variant rpwis in & AC, as well as in other Mss, 
point. We have confirmatory evidence in Acts Thom.33 6 82 Spdxwyv 
gvonbels éXdxynoev, which I consider is an imitation of our passage, 
and in the Vulgate suspensus, an error no doubt for distensus. The 
word occurs in Hippocrates as a medical term, and to Luke, if he was 
a physician, it must have been familiar. Cf. also my note on 28-6, 
where I emend wipapacOat cai karamrinrewv. 

éXdxyoe, Its synonym éyédyce is a specific term in MGk for it died 
when referring to the death of an animal; if applied to a human being, 
it implies scorn or hatred on the part of the speaker, similarly to the 
French crever. Such must have been the feeling which inspired eAdxyoe. 

2-1, év 7G oupmdnpotodar thy fpépay THiS TevTyKooTHs. A variant Tas 
npépas, preserved in versions, is preferable. Cf. 20-6 pera ras Hucpas 
tov alipov. Lk 2-6 érAjoOyoav ai nucpar Tov Trexety. 1-23 érAnocOnoav 
ai uépar THS Aetroupyias. 2-22 éemAjoOyoay ai juepar Tod KaBapiopod. 
9-51 é&v 7G cuprAnpoto bas Tas Hpepas THS dvadnpipews. 

2-3. GpOnoav ydooa doel mupds kat exdOioev ef’eva, Exacroy, The 
variant éxd@icav is the only possible lection grammatically; but 
éxaficev, having secured precedence through the early editions of the 
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New Testament, continues, and will probably continue, to sway the 
judgement of editors, 

2-5. Roav Sé év ‘lepoucadiyp Karotkodvres “loudator avSpes eddaPets 
dné mavrds eOvous. Blass ‘ Pessime interpolatum in plerisque (praeter) 
*Iovdator, cum de gentilibus manifesto agatur.’ I have surmised this 
interpolation myself. 

2-9. *loudatav. Hemsterhuis very plausibly Biduviav. 

2-25. éx Sefiav pou éoriv. Drusius (see van Manen, Conjecturaal- 
Kritiek) gory according to Theophylactus’s 7d 5é é« SefiGv éordvat tov 
warépa A€yer Oat viv. 

2-26. éwedaid. = ev reroOyon. Cf. 1ClemR.45-8. 57-7 xatracky- 
vooe éreAmids kal Hovydce addBus. Judg.18-7. 18-10. XII Patr.Ben. 
10-11. Oxyr.Pap.1597, where Grenfell év éAwids. I have quoted these 
instances in my note on Rom.4-18. 

2-45, SvepdpiLov attra maot kabdr. dv tts xpelay etye. Venema cor- 
rectly xa6’o tT. 

2-46. mpookaptepotvres Spolupaddy ev ta tepd KdOvTés TE KaT OtKOY 
dptov petehdpBavov tpodis. This reads as if the faithful continued 
steadfastly in the temple and partook of nourishment both there and 
at home. Read rpocexaprépovy wdvres 6uolupaddov. Cf. 2-1 foav dravres 
bpobupaddy. 5-12 joav duobvpasdov dravres év 7H otog. The meaning is 
that they all clung in a body to the temple and in a body broke bread 
at home and partook of nourishment. 

3-6. év Ta dvépare *Inood XptoroG. As I have explained in my note 
on Rom.6-3, the invocation primitively was in the name of Jesus 
alone, so that the addition of Xpiorod here and at 4-10. 16-8. 1Cor.6- 
11. Gal.3-27 is highly suspicious. 

3-8. égadddpevos. Read with Blass é€aAdpevos. 

égudddpevos eoTn Kal wepremarer, Kat eioHAVe ody adTois eis Td Lepdy 
TepiTaTov Kal GdAdpevos Kat aivay tov Gedy. By saying wepuraray Luke 
wished to intimate that the paralytic was now able to walk without 
any assistance. But the addition ddAdmevos rather imparts a comical 
turn to the narrative, for it represents the man as if he entered the 
temple and glorified God dancing. It is due to the foregoing éfaAdd- 
pevos that the primitive reading dyaA\dpevos (so also Naber) was 
corrupted to dAAduevos through the classical déyaA\dpevos. To this 
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after wepierdret. 

As regards the form yaipdpuevos it is not ‘nihili’ as Blass says. It 
. is the MGk form, which was already established in the Hellenistic 
period as shown by the examples from the second and third centuries 
registered by Sophocles. It was inevitable that the middle would 
displace the active voice when the people acquired the middle voice 
sentiment in accordance with such verbs as jdopat, répropat, OAiBopat, 
&xPopar, etc. 

3-12. ri drevilere ds idfa Suvdper 4 edoeBela meToUnKdor TOU TeptTAteEtv 
aitév; It has already been realized that eiocBeia is due to a mis- 
reading. Read évepyeia. It is a ev dud dvoty, i. e. evepyeia Suvdpews. Cf. 
Eph.3-7 xara rHv evépyeav rhs Suvdpews. Phil.3-21 xara tiv evépyeav 
rov dvvacba. Mk 6-14 évepyotow ai duvdpes év airo. Gal.3-5 éevepyav 
Suvdpes ev byt. Col.1-29 ri évépyeay abrod Thy éevepyoupevnv év éuot 
év Ouvapet. 

3-16. kat émi ry wloret Tod dvépatos altos TodTov bv Oewpeite kai oldare 
éorepéwoe 75 Svona adtov. This and the following clause kat 4 riots 7 
Svairod eéwxev aitG Thy 6AoKAnpiay TavTyy arévavrt TavTwv bpav state 
essentially the same thing, and one of the two must be an interpola- 
tion. I believe it is this one, for its style is far too stilted even for Luke, 
Tov dvoparos aitod and 7d dvoya aitov being nothing else but one of 
the usual respectful periphrases (see my note on Lk 4-36) for the 
simple pronouns airod and airés. It was interpolated after the cor- 
ruption of iacis into riotts. 

kal % iaous (see next note) 4 Svatdrod edwxey abta Thy ddoKAnplay 
tautnv. This hangs together with 6 Oeos éddgace rov rraida adrod Incodr, 
the intervening words being parenthetical. The scope is that God has 
glorified his son by bestowing upon him such healing powers as would 
effect the miracle of restoring the lame man. 

tacts (= act of curing) is my correction of the textual aioris, which 
is distinctly wrong, for if faith isto cure, it must exist in the person 
who is to be cured, as is the case in Mt 9-22 and 28. Mk 5-36; but 
in this passage the faith of the lame man is not brought in. At 4-22 
this miracle is called 76 onpetov rovro Ts idoews. In the same way 
miatis has usurped the place of tacis in 1Cor.12-9, causing the intru- 


III IV THE ACTS 53 


sion of dddw Sé xapicpara iapdrwy év TO évi rvevpar.; and at Lk 4-18 
I have shown that év ddéoe should most probably be corrected by év 
idoe. I may mention that in the passage from 1Corinthians just quoted 
there is another error in diaxpiceis avevpdrwy, Which should be altered 
into dtaxpioes dpapdrwv. 

3-19. dws mpoodmou toi Kupiou, Another respectful expression for 
dz rod xupiov. See my note on 3-16. 

3-24. dco EAdAnoay kai KaThyyeay Tas hpepas tavtas, An idiomatic 
phrase, which in full would be doo: éAdAnoay (=o Aadyoavres) CAdAyoav 
kat katyyyeAay; in other words, of AaAjoarres ob pdvov eAdAnoay GAA 
kal katyyyeAay. Cf. Demos.12 av pev yap, doa av ris Ad By, Kal codon = 
ov pdvoy AdBy GAAG Kal codon. Job.23-13 6 abros 7OAyCE kal eroince, etc. 

4-3. mpnow. A synonym of duAakiy, prison. 

4-12. ob8€ yap dvopa got Erepov év o Set owOvar. An allusion pro- 
bably to the Hebrew meaning of “Ijcots in accordance with Mt 1-21 
Kadéoels TO dvoua avtod ‘Incody, aitos yap cwce. Tov Aadv abTod dd 
TOV dpaptiav avrav. 

4-16, Gti pev yap yvwotdv onpetov yéyove SVadtay waot Tots kKaroL- 
kodcw ‘lepoucadhp davepdv. The word yrworoy can only mean known 
or knowable, and if it were given this sense, the result would be an 
absurd sentence, namely, that a known, or knowable, sign was wrought 
is clear to all, which to all intents and purposes is the same as that a 
clear sign was wrought is clear to all. In order to avoid I presume 
this absurdity, the English translators were reduced to paring down 
and have rendered yvwordv by notable. I suspect that the original 
reading was gworoy, a word in everyday use to-day in the sense of 
right, correct, proper, complete, see Vlakhos. It is not recorded in Dic- 
tionaries of old Greek in this sense, but it has its equivalent in cds, 
which comes from the same root. Cf. Xen.Cyrop.7-4-13 céa drododvat 
7a xpjpyara. Arist.Lys.488 iva répyipiov ody mapéxoipev. Coraes at Plut. 
AemP.36, in commenting upon Hom.y28 viv ror ods aids oX\cOpos, 
states ‘as av 9 ovviOea dain cwords.’ Cf. also drworoy (presumed by 
Cobet to be an error for é@iwrov, not a very felicitous conjecture) 
Biov in Plut.Alcib.3, which probably means wmproper, wrong. By the 
change I suggest we obtain this sense: that a proper (not a charla- 
tanish) sign was wrought is clear, 
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4-17. dmednodpeba. Bentley ‘forte érareAyodpebu.’ 

4-21. pydév edpioxovtes 13 Hs KoAdowvtat. In accordance with Lk 
19-48 ody evpicKov 76 Ti roijowow, here pydév stands for a simple pi, 
as often. See my note on 23-40. 

4-25. 6 tol matpos Hpav 81d mvevpatos dylou ordparos AaBid mratddés cou 
etrov. The words rod zarpés yav are in the air where they are placed. 
Apparently a marginal note intended to follow Aafié as they do in 
Lk 1-32 AaQid rod zarpos adrod and Mk 11-10 rod warpés uav Aafis. 

dud mvedpatos = ev wvevuari. Cf. Mt 22-43 AaBid év wveimari Kiprov 
airov Kade. Jannaris § 1381 ‘the instrumental dative is sometimes 
replaced, notably in post-classical Greek, by the preposition 8a [ with 
the genitive|.” And éy rvevuaru=avevpart; see my note on zemAnpo- 
gdopynuevwy év duty of Lk 1-1. 

Sud mvedpaTos dyiou orduatos AaBid. St Luke here affects, as he often 
loves to do, a Septuagint style as expressive of solemnity. See my 
note on Lk 1-72. 

4-33. dirediSouv 75 paptupov ot GrdéoTodo THs dvactdcews Too KUpiou 
*Inood Xptorod. As pointed out in my note on Rom.6-17, dediSouv 
stands for zapedidovr, ed(Sacxoy, taught, preached, and 76 paptipiov does 
not comport with it in this sense. I therefore incline to think that the 
right word is rd pvorypiov. Cf. 1Cor.2-1 xarayyéAAwv tiv ro pvorhpiov 
Tov Geov, where likewise ro paprvpiov has been substituted in several 
Mss. Eph.6-19 yrwpicat 7d proripiov Tod edayyediov. Col.4-3 AarRoae 
TO puorypiov ToU Xpiorov. See also my note on Rom.11-25. 

5-6. dvaordvres Sé ot veditepor. There is no idea that the servants 
were sitting and then rose to perform their duty, as it has been 
thought. As I mentioned in my note on Lk 1-39 dvacraca 5¢ Mapiop 
éropevOn, the participles eyepOels or dvacras are frequently added 
simply to indicate the commencement of a movement. 

ol vedtepou. L.e. of watdes, servants, porters, whose business it was to 
carry out the needful at funerals. So also veavioxos in v.10. Compare 
the MGk za8/[ ov], the French garcon = waiter and the Spanish mozo. 

5-13. trav 5é Novmdv oddeis erdApa KohAGoOat adtoits. No persons are 
specified in the foregoing so that here there might be a reference to a 
rest (Aourav). But the Apostles were in a body preaching in Solomon’s 
porch, namely, within the court of the temple over which the Levites 
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as the servants of the temple had jurisdiction and for order in which 
they were responsible. I conclude that Luke meant to say that the 
Levites for fear of the people dared not forlid the Apostles to pursue 
their work within the court. I read therefore rév d¢ Aeuray oddeis 
éroApa KwAdoot airovs. This also makes ovdcis éerodpa intelligible ; 
otherwise, since the people were exalting the Apostles, there was no 
occasion for diffidence on the part of any one about following them. 

5-17. dvactas (see my note on v. 6) S€ 6 dpxtepeds kat wdvtes of ody 
alte érdjodnoav Lhdou kal éwéBahov tas xelpas. A rather anomalous 
construction ; in a regular style the sentence would run 6 88 4 dpxuepeds 
Kal mdvres of ov aird érdAjoOncay Cydov Kai dvactavres ewméBadov TAs 
xetpas. 

5-17 to 42. These verses did not form part of the original work but 
are a rechauffé of 4-1 to 22 with the addition of Gamaliel’s address. 
The following parallelism will show this clearly: 


5-17. éwéBadov tas xelpas eri rots 4-3. eréBadov adrois tas xelpas Kal 


dmrooroAous Kal @Jevto airovs év Gevro eis THpNoW 
THPHOEL 
5-19. dud vuxrds Hvorse ras O¥pas 4-3. eis THv atptov, qv yap éorépa 
759 
5-21. 6 dpxicpeds kai of civ adrG = 4-5. ovvaxFjvat aitay Tovs dpxov- 
ouvexdderav TO ovvedpioy Kat Tas Kal ToUs apeoBurépous kat 
Tacav THY Yyepovotay TOUS yoappareis 
3 ‘ ? a) N N a 
5-26. ov pera. Bias, époBotvro yap 4- “21. pondev etpiorKovres 70 7s Ko- 
tov Aaov Adowvrat adrovs dia tov Aady 
5-27. abrots éornoayv év TH ouve- 4-6. oTjoavTes adrots év 73 péow 
Spiw kal érnputncev éruvOdvovro 
5-29. weiMapxety del OeG padrov 7 4-19. ed Sikardv dor w Syadv axovew 
dyOpuzrous parXov 7 Tod Oeod 
5-30. Hyetpev ‘Inooty, ¢ Ov buels Ouve- 4-10. "Inood ov dels eoravpdcarte, 
xeipicacbe Kpeuaoarres Ov 6 Oeds Hyetpev 


5-40. mpockaderdpevor Tods aro- 4-18. kadécavres adtovs mapyyyet- 
aToXdovs TrapizyyeAav uy AaXeiv dav py PbéyyecOar eri 7B dvd- 


éri TG dvopart tod ‘Incod. poare “Inood. 
Then the episode of the angel who opened the prison is a reminis- 
cence of 12-7 ff and probably also of 16-26. Furthermore, Gamaliel’s 


address is pointless, nor is his advice really carried out (though we 
are told that it was), for the Apostles were not let off, considering that 
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before discharge they were scourged. In fact, shortly afterwards we 
have Stephen’s episode, when he was put to death in the presence of 
the chief priest without any interference on his part to save him in 
conformity with Gamaliel’s advice. 

5-20. wdvra Td Sypata tis Lwis radtys. Probably radra. So Manen. 

5-21. twapayevopevos. As there is no other place indicated, we should 

have to assume that the chief priest visited +d tepov, which is men- 
tioned in the preceding verse. If that were so, however, we would 
have been told what was his object in repairing there. In the absence 
of any such information wapayevduevos remains too indefinite to be 
sound. . 
5-40. tods dtroarddous Selpavtes maphyyerdov ph Aadetv emt TO dvdpare 
rod “Inood. It was for the offence of heresy that the Apostles were 
scourged, in the same way as according to 22-19 Paul at one time was 
treating the Christians, R. Travers Herford, Christianity in Talmud 
and Midrash p.336 ‘Jacob of Ch.N. was called to account by R.Haggai, 
who ordered him on each occasion to come and be scourged for having 
given a wrong decision. Jacob asked R.Haggai by what authority he 
scourged him, The Rabbai quoted texts to show that Jacob’s teaching 
was wrong, after which Jacob lay down and submitted to be 
scourged.? 

6-7. modds Te Sxdos TOy tepéwy SwyKxouov TH mloret. It is beyond belief 
that a great crowd of priests were converted. A scandal of such 
sensational magnitude could not have been dismissed with a perfunc- 
tory notice, nor could it have remained without grave consequences. 
Even if Mt 3-7 idwy 8& roAAods tév Papiraiwy Kai Saddoveaiwy épyope- 
vous éml ro Bdrticpa be genuine, it was one thing to seek purification 
and quite another to fall in with such a claim as that Jesus was the 
Messiah. Most likely for iepéwv we should read ‘E®paiwy, to which 
the variant “Iovdaiwy seems to point. 

7-5. émnyyetdato Sodva, aire (several minuscules éwnyyeiAato adto 
Soivat, adopted by Souter) eis katdoxeow attiv kat ro oréppatt abtod 
per atrév. This flatly contradicts the preceding ovk éSwxev aita KAY- 
povopiayv év airy ovdé Biya odds, and it is hopeless to strain after 
explaining the contradiction away. Luke was a gentleman highly cul- 
tured, and it is inadmissible that he would have perpetrated such 
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a palpable incongruity without being struck by it. He must have had 
in mind Gen.12-7 ddOy xiptos 76 "ABpap kai clrev aitG TS oméeppari 
cov ddéaw THY viv Tadryny, so that he probably wrote éryyyeAato air 
Sotvas [eis kardoxeow | aiTHY TO oréppatt avrod, but some transcriber 
remodelled the quotation in accordance with Gen.48-4 dwocw cou tiv 
yiv tavrnv Kal TG oréppati cov pera oé. 

7-19. karacodiodpevos 15 yevos jpav. Having acted villainously to- 
wards our race. AS ravotpyos often stands for coos, the reverse may 
equally obtain and codds be employed in a pejorative sense for 
mavovpyos. So that caracodicdpevos most probably means the same as 
xatamavoupyyodpevos; Cf. Ps.82-4 ét rov Aadv cov Kareravoupyyjcavto 
yvdpnv. In any case the English version and the same dealt subtilly 
with our kindred, or race, is not correct; there was no subtlety in 
Pharaoh’s acts—to which xatracodicdpevos refers as does also xaraco- 
diodpefa of Exod.1-10—but open hostility. 

7-20. doretos Td eo, I.e. doretétaros. See my note on Lk 1-6. 

7-25. évopile S€ cuvrevar tods &deApous. I do not see the point of 
evouite. Probably jpyoge or évyppote, it was fitting on the part of the 
brethren that they should understand. 

7-88. obtds éotiw & yevouevos év TF exkdyola ev TH eprpw peta Tod 
dyyehou Tod Nadodvros adre év TG Sper La kat Tov Tarépwy Hpav. The 
syntax generally adopted of connecting tév warépwv with pera rod 
dyyéXov, i.e. pera. Tod dyyéAov Kal Tév TaTépwv, Appears to me unsatis- 
factory; what was the object of emphasizing such a fact as that 
Moses was in the desert with the Jewish ancestors, especially since it 
was already said in the preceding verse that Moses spoke to them? 
The author’s intention was I think to convey that the angel spoke to 
Moses and the ancestors, and therefore that ray matépwv stands for 
the dative, a usage which is now thoroughly established ; see Jannaris 
§ 1350 and Hatzidakis, Hinleitung p.223, Cf.Act.Petr. et Andr.5 dds 
tous Béas rod kupiov airadv = give the oxen to their owner, and further 
On avayyerov TH yuvatki vou Kal rév Téxvwv Gov = inform thy wife and 
thy children, a mixing of the cases as in our passage. It would, how- 
ever, be unfair to tax Luke with such grossly unscholarly grammar, 
and I surmise that xai tév rarépwr 7ydv does not come from his pen. 

7-42. €otpepe Se 6 Ocds Kai rapddwxey aitols Aatpevew tH oTparia 

I 
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tod odjpavod. Blass points out the difficulty of translating éorpefe by 
turned, and suggests that the right reading might be duéorpeve. 

The notion that God in his wrath distorts the minds of sinners and 
involves them in additional sin exists also in Ps,80-12 ot« jKovoev 6 
dads THs huwvas pov kal IopayA od mpocerye pot, kal Camécreira avrovs 
kata Ta érirndedpara Tov KapdiOv avtdv' wopevoovTat ev Tois émirnded- 
pacw avrav. Cf. further Mt 13-15 éraytvOy 4 Kapdia rod aod rovrou 
kal Tots dot Bapéws HKoveay kal Tovs 6POarpors airdv éexdpproav, pyTore 
idwor Tois 6pOadpols kal Tois daly aKovcwor Kal TH Kapdia cvvacu Kat 
eriotpewwot Kal idcopat adrovs. Rom.1-28 xadas otk eSoxipacay Tov 
Gedy éxew ev ervyvdce, trapeédwxey adrods 6 eds els dddKtpov vovy rovety 
Ta py KaOnxovra. 2Thes.2-10 rHv ayamrnv tis dAnOeias ov« éd€£avro, Kat 
Sid ToUTO wépzret aitois 6 Oeds evepyevay wAdvys eis TO TigTEdoaL adrods 
TO Wevdet, va Kpidou wavres of py miotedoavTes TH GANOeig. GAN eddo- 
ky oayTes 7H adtxtg. Compare further Lycourg.Leoc.92 of Yap Geol oddev 
aTpOTepov TroLoudw 7} TOY movypav dvOpéroy THv didvorav Tapayovot, Where 
Euripides’s iambics are quoted drav yap épy7) Satudvev BAdrry twa, 
Tour aiTs mpatov, ecapaipetra ppevav tov votv Tov écOddv, eis Se Ti 
Xelpw Tperer yvouny, W'eidy pydev dv dwaprave. Hom.> 311 ék yép cpewv 
(Leeuwen et Costa ox) ppévas cidero TlaAAas AOjvy. This was a hack- 
neyed notion, hence the proverb pwpaiver xipios Ov BovAerat drodéoat, 
a most unkind thought. 

7-44, Kabds Srerdgaro morons “ora Regarding xadws aitiv = Hv 
see my note on 10-38. . 

7-51. G&repitpnror kapSiats kat Tots doiv. Probably xai rots dot Bapels. 

7-59. tov Erépavov émixahotpevor kat Neyovra. Bentley considered that 
either 6v (Gedv) dropped out after [éruxadovper ov or x («ipiov) before 
kat [A€yovra]. 

8-1. Zabdog 82 Fv cuveuvSoxdv 7H dvatpéver adrod. This information, 
coming so closely upon what we are told in 7-58, i.e. that the 
witnesses against Stephen laid down their garments at the feet of 
Saul, seems to me entirely superfluous. » 

8-2. cuvekdproav Sé Tov Erépavov GvBpes ebhaPets kat erolnoay Komersy 
péyav éradto. Not in their proper place; they should be restored 
after kat rodro etrdv éxouunOn of 7-60. De Béze placed them after r7 
dvaipéret of 8-1, 
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8-4, Stacmapevres SrHpAOoy ‘edayyedifouevor. The aorist is unsuitable 
both here and at 10-38; cf. v.40 duepydpevos etnyyedilero. Probably 
dupyov. For dudyew with a participle = to continue doing what the par- 
ticiple denotes see Liddell and Scott. 

8-7, woddol yap Tv éxdvtwv mvetuata aKdbapta, Bodyta dwrf peyd\n, 
ééypxovro. Blass ‘lectio voAAol anacoluthiam habet vel in mediocri scrip- 
tore intolerabilem.? Quite so, but the primitive reading was zroAXoits, 
an ethical dative, to which point D rapa wodAois and d a multis. 

8-23. eis yap xoAy mkpias Kal avvSeqpov ddicias Spd oe dvra. I 
cannot discern any sense in efvat eis yoAyv. (= ev yoAR, see Jannaris 
§ 1548), nor does yoA7 denote, as we should have expected, anything 
parallel to civdeopos. I suggest cxoAnv ropveias, the meaning being 
for I see thee belonging to a heathenish school and to an association of 
iniquity, not to an association of peace (cf. Ephes.4-3 év 76 ovvidopw 
vis eipyvys). We would thus obtain a parallelism between oyodjv and 
cvvoeopov and another between wopvefas and ddicias. There occur 
several such combinations in which figures zopveia ; cf.2Cor.12-21 77 
dxabapoia kai ropveia. Rom.1-29 zrerAnpwpevovs macy ddiKig., mopveia. 
Hos.6-9 dvopiay érotnoav, eldov wopveiay rod “Eqpaip. Jer.3-2 év rats 
mopvetois wou Kal ev Tals Kaxiats cov. 13-27 4 dripia cov Kai 7 porxeia 
gov. Jez.23-27 tas doeBeias cov Kal THY wopveiay cov. 23-29 aicyivy 
mopvelas cou kai doe Bed cov. 23-35 Ad Be rHv doéBady cov Kal THY Topveiay 
gov. Corruptions of ropve/a I have indicated in my note on Rom.1-29, 
referring to 1Cor.5-8. Sir.41-17. Is.47-10. Jer.13-27. XII Patr.Reub. 
3-3. 4-11. Jud.14-2. Dan.5-5, And at this passage when oyodjy was 
corrupted into xoAjy, it was easy for wopveias to lapse into -mixpias 
owing to the association of gall with bitterness ; cf. Deut.29-18 év yody 
kal mixpia. However, the sentence reads like a quotation, and until 
the original is traced, nothing really reliable as to the genuine form. 
of the sentence can be advanced. 

wopvetay. In its general sense of a bad or heathenish act, as often. 

ouvSeopor. Association in a pejorative sense, conspiracy, of which 
Sophocles registers two instances, i.e. 4Kings11-14 and Jer.11-9. 

8-39, Gre Sé dveByoav ék Tod UdaTos, mveipa Kupiou npTace Tov biAuTTOV 
kal obk eldey adtov odKEéTt 6 EUVOdXoS, EmopEevETo yap Thy 68dv adTod xalpuwy. 
Sidummos S€ ebpeby eis "ALwrov. I cannot believe that Luke is responsible 
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for this childish tale. I suspect that originally the text read ézopevOn, 
and when this was corrupted into etpéOy, a miracle was imagined and 
the story of Philip being carried away by a spirit was concocted. The 
original text ran probably thus: dre 8& dvéByoav éx Tod Vdaros, 6 pev 
ebvodxos éropevero THY SOV avTOD Xalpwy, Pidurmos de eropedOy cis” ACwrov. 
For a similar fiction see my note on Jn 5-3. 

9-7. of Sé dvSpes ot ouvodevoytes atte eloTHKetoay évveot, dkovovTes Lev 
Tis puvijs, pydéva Se Oewpodvres. An evident copy of Dan.10-7 idsov éya 
AavyA podvos tiv értaciav, Kal of dvdpes of per éuod otk tov rv 
érraciay, GAA (see my note on Rom.14-14) éxoracis peyady éemérecev 
ér'atrovs. Soph.Aj.15 eipabeés cou, Kav drorros Hs Guus, Povyw dkovo. 
See my notes on 10-14. 17-18. 17-22, and more particularly 27-19. 

9-16. éya yap Smrodeigw atta doa Set adtov bwép tod dydnards pou 
woGetv. The verb trodeékvupe occurs in five other places of the New 
Testament, and its meaning in every case is to teach, the force of the 
preposition being the same as in troypddw, broypappos, bpyyotpat. 
And vafety does not accord with such a sense of tode/Ew, for it is 
irrational to say that Paul would be taught what he was to suffer. 
For radeiy to be right we should have not todeiEw but something 
like drayyeA, AaAnow, tpoepd (cf.1Thes.3-4 rporcyomey Suly dre per- 
Aopev OrA(BecGar). Therefore I think that it is wrong, having displaced 
moueiv or perhaps mpaccew, as is made certain by v.6 AaAyOnoeral cor 
& re oe Set roveiy and by 22-10 zopevou eis Aapackdy Kael cor NaAy- 
Onoerat wept mavrwy Gv TéraKTai cor Tonoat. This is besides what we 
should have expected, namely, that Paul would be told what it was 
his duty to do. The change consciously or unconsciously must have 
come about at the time when the minds of Christians were full of the 
merit of martyrdom. 

9-34. dvdornOt kal otpdcov ceauto. Expositors supply rv cAdvyv and 
interpret arise and make thy bed. But in this way Peter is made to 
tell Aeneas to rise from his bed and return to it. What we must 
supply is dayetv, that is to say, Aeneas was to rise from his bed and 
make a couch ready so that he might recline there and refresh him- 
self. So in Mk 14-15 dvdyo.ov éorpwyéevov denotes an upper room with 
the orpwpyval, i.e. the couches upon which the oivdeurvor were to 


recline, made ready. Cf. also Herod,9-82 xAivas eb éompuyevas Kay 
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Tapackeuny peyadorperéa tov Seirvov. Jud.12-25 éorpwcev airy Ta. Ko- 
dia, & €Aae eis to Eo Oley. Amos 6-4 xatacraradGvres ert tals orpwpvais 
avtav Kat éoOovres, stretching upon their couches wantonly and feasting. 
Ezek.23-41 éxdOov émt kdivys éorpwpérns Kat rpdrela Kexoopnpevy mpd 
mpocwrou airys. In MGk otpove ro rparéLe or simply orpdvw means 
to lay the tablecloth etc in preparation for the meal. Peter on this 
occasion did what Jesus did according to Mk 5-43, where it is said 
that when the damsel rose up he bade her friends let her partake 
of food. Cf. also Evang.1Thom.17 cot Adyw, Bpédos, Cicov, cai eds 
dvaBrdpas éyékacev. Elie S& 7H yuvatxt "Apov airé Kat dds yada. 

9-39. Soa éwoler perairav otoa 4 Aopxds. The same as dca érotet 
avitots » Aopxas féca, those things which Dorkas did to them (for 
them) when alive. Cf. 10-2 srovev éAenpooivas TO Aad. Lk 8-39 diyyod 
doa éroincé cot 6 Geds. For per’aittav = airots see my note on Apoc.14- 
13, where I have referred to Mk 6-50 éAdAyoe per’airav. Lk 10-36 6 
moujoas TO éXeos per airod. T0b.12-6 éroinca pel’ Spdv. 2Esdr.6-8 py 
more Te roonte pera Tov mpeoButTépwy (= Tois mpeaBurépors, kara TOV 
mpecBvrépwv). Bloomfield at Acts 14-27 daa éroinoev 6 Oeds per adtav 
calls this usage a Hebraism. 

otoa = féca. Cf. Mt 2-18 Kkdalovoa ra réxva aris, drt ovk eiclv. 
24-30 ef juev ev Tats Hucpas Tov watépwv Hpov. Mk 1-13 fv pera roy 
Onpiwv. Rom.8-5 of xara odpka dvres (cf. 8-12 xara odpxa Liv), etc. 

10-10. wapaockevafdvrey S€ adtay. No persons being mentioned in 
the foregoing to whom airéyv could be applied, the reading e?, atra, 
which is recorded in an old Latin, is preferable. Blass deletes atrar, 
but then how are we to account for its presence? Both Baljon and 
Soden suppress the variant ¢7, but it is registered by Tischendorf, 
who can be shown by this and several other instances to be un- 
replaceable. The subject of rapacxevafévrwy is impersonal. Cf, 21-10 
erynevovtwv dé Hyépas mAéelous, KaTHAGE tis awd THs “Iovdaias. 21-31 
Lyrovvrwy avrov dmoxteivat, aveBn pacis. Mt 17-14 éAOdvtwy mpds Tov 
dyAov, mpooyAGev aivG. Herod.5-11 rerewGevrav dé dudorépoit, otro. 
pev Kara elAovto érpdayoay. Thuc.4-135 aicdopévoy, daryyaye wad Ti 
otpariav, and often. 

10-11. réooapow dpxais Kabtewevov. Le. récoapow dxpos. Cf. Hur. 
Hippol.762 éxdjoavro wAekras reopatuv dpxds. 
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10-14. MySapéds, xupte, Sry oddémote epayov trav Kowvdv Kat &xddaptov. 
Copied from ,Ezek.4-14 Mydapis, Kupte, H Wuxy pou od peplavrar éy 
dxaBapaia, ovde eioeAnAvOey eis 76 OT Opa. pov. Tay Kpeas: éwrov. See my 
note on 27-19. | 

10-30. dad reTdpTns: fuepas pexpe zadTns THS Spas pny thy avery 
apooeuxdpevos. This can only mean since four days ago until this hour 
I have been saying my prayer of the ninth hour, and it has been re- 
cognized that such a sense is unsuitable. It seems to me that we must 
follow the variant ryv évvdryy Spay and eliminate ris @pas; com- 
pendiously dpas and dpav could be written dpa, and if this was missed 
and noted at the margin, it could mistakenly have been combined 
with ravrys instead of with ryv évvdéryv. By this correction we obtain 
the meaning since four days ago until this, i.e. counting from this ; 
ef. Gen.31-2 y6ts xai tpitnv yyépayv. 1Mac.9-44 od ydp éore ojpepov ws 
x0es Kal rpirny ypépav. Lucian,Hale.3 édpaxas rpirny nucpav (= before 
yesterday) dcos Hv 6 xe. Herod.6-86 xara tpitny yevedy rH am éuéo. 
‘Cornelius had in his. mind to say that he had been praying all these 
four days at his usual ninth hour, but the apparition occurred during 
his prayer of four days ago. 

10-33. kad&s éroinoas wapayevspevos, I thank thee yor having come. 
‘This idiom of rendering thanks recurs in 15-29 é& dv darnpoivres 
éavtovs ev rpagere, from which if you keep yourselves we shall be thank- 
ful.to you; its meaning comes out clearly in Phil.4-14 cards éroujoare 
ovyKoivwrycarvrés pou TH Odie, I thank you for having sympathized 
with me in my sorrow, Expositors apparently have not perceived what 
this idiom represents, but Hunt has done so, for in Oxyr,Pap.1189 «3 
momoes Kopiodpevos and 1215 Karas roujoes éXOwv he translates re- 
spectively kindly receive and please come. Similarly 3Jn 6 xadds zowy- 
ceis mporrepas a€iws Tod Oeot. 3Kings 8-18 Karas éroinoas dri éyevnOy 
éxt ryv Kapdiav cov, I thank thee for having thought of it. 1Mac.11-43 
KadGs Trojoes drooreiAas plot avdpas ot cuppayyoovowy. Lucian, lear.13 
qkw oe drodvowv Tis rapovons azropias. Ed ye éroincas, qv 8 éeyd. Char, 
24. Harmon.1. Plat.Lys.204a 7déws dv oor peradidoipev. Kadds, qv dey, 
mowodvres. Similarly Soph.Aj.94 xadds eAcéas, I thank thee for thy 
kind words. 

10-37. ol8are Td yevopevoy phpa Kab dys Tis “loudaias dpEdpevos dd 
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tis Tadthatas. The construction is inextricably tangled, and therefore 
Blass looks upon dpgédpevos did tis TaAtAaias as an interpolation from 
Lk 23-5 diddoxwv ad’ sdrys THs Jovdaias cai dpfdpevos ard THs TadtAaias. 
That we have before us an interpolation is evident, but the question 
is as to where it has been intruded, whether in the Acts or in Luke. 
I think that in Luke, because the clause there should run &ddécKwv 
kal’ dAns THs lovdaias épédmevos dard THs TadiAaias, namely without the 
conjunctive, its addition being explicable if it introduces a marginal 
comment; and on the other hand, if in our passage dpédjevos azo rijs 
TadsAaias be transferred after ‘IepovoaAip of Vv. 39 syets wdprupes rav- 
twv dv éroincey év Te TH xwpG. TGV “Tovdaiwy Kai év ‘lepovoadAnp, all would 
run smoothly and logically, and moreover the two passages would then 
coincide. 

10-38. *Ingoiv rév dard NaLapér. These words, being connected with 
TO yevopevov pyua of the preceding verse, should have had the form 
mept “Incov tov ard Naapér ; put the Evangelist had them in his 
mind as an object to 7yepe of v. 40 rotrov 6 Geos Hyetpe, Where they 
are repeated as TovTOV. 

as éxpirev adtov. The same as ov éypicev; see my notes on Jn 1-16 
and Rom.8-29, where I refer to Mk 14-72 76 pia as (= dre) efrev. 
Lk 22-61 rod Aoyou dws elrev. Acts 7-44 4 oxnvy Kabas Sueragaro roujoat 
airiy (kabas airhy = hv). ; 

dupAOev. Probably dujyev. See note on 8-4. 

12-2. dveihe 8¢ “IdkwBov tov ddedpsv “lwdvvov poxaipa. Spurious. A 
marginal note by a fanatic who took the present opportunity to hold 
up Herod to execration as pushing his iniquities to the point of 
having James, John’s brother, beheaded. If this James was executed 
at all, which is exceedingly doubtful, it was not at this precise 
moment, for James, to whom Peter refers at v. 17, is John’s brother, 
and not the Lord’s brother as is generally assumed from a desire to 
reconcile the statement in this verse with that of v.17. It is highly 
improbable that Peter would have wished to communicate with the 
Lord?’s brother who so far had been a sort of persona muta, and not with 
the son of Zebedee who from the beginning was his coworker in the 
apostolic history. In Gal.1-19 rév ddeAdov rod xupéov must be equally 
spurious, because he is represented as an apostle whereas he was not. 
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12-12. cun8av Se FAGev ets thy oixlay Mapias. It is supposed that 
cvvidav reiterates the foregoing viv ofda dAnOés, on which supposition 
its object can only be the same as that of oida, i.e. ore eEaréoreiA€ Kvptos 
Tov dyyeAov aitod Kat é€ciAeTd pe ex xerpds ‘Hpwdov. But why should 
the consequence of such a thought have been to move Peter to betake 
himself to the house of Mary? My opinion is that ovyidmv is corrupt ; 
what we should have expected is a word denoting at once or eagerly 
or rapidly, Accordingly Hammond conjectured ovevéwy; but the ori- 
ginal word was rather owTeivwv, hurrying. Sophocles registers four 
examples from Dionysios of Halicarnassos, Philo, and Plutarch. Add 
Philostr.Apoll.2-33 éxdpouv cuvreivwv. 4-17 dvje. Evvreivas. 6-5 avdpi 
dAvovTe paAAov } Evvreivovrt. Polyb.5-47-4 cvvrovos wopeta. Hur.Bac. 
1091 civrova Spopjpara. Wetstein and Meyer marshal a number of 
instances where ovvidoy is met with. Naturally it must often occur, 
but the point is as to its business here; the explanations given are 
surmises for which there does not exist the slightest support in the text. 

12-20. melaavres BXdotov, Having paid or bribed. Cf. Xen.Mem.3-11- 
1 yuvaikds ovens ev TH wéAc Kadfs Kal olas cuvelvat TO weiBovrt. Liddell 
and Scott refer to this passage and Lys.110-13. Xen.An.1-3-9, as well 
as to Arist.Vesp. dvaereopévos. The English version having made 
Blastos their friend is unwarranted. 

12-23. émdragev abtdv dyyedos kupiou dv0'dv otk Edwxe SdEav TH Od. 
Interpreters have misunderstood this passage to mean that Herod 
was punished for not leaving to God alone the glory due to him but 
arrogating it to himself by acquiescing in the impious flattery of the 
Tyrians. But dotvor ddfav 76 OeG simply means to pray to God, cf. 
1Kings 6-5 ddcere 7G kupin Sd£av dus Kovdion TH xeipa adtod ad’ ipav 
kat dard trav Gedy (read vidy) tuav, etc. And the prayer often is for 
forgiveness; cf. Jn 9-24 (see my note) dds dogav 7G eG, Hueis olSapev 
tt 6 avOpwros ovTos duaptwrds eorw, pray to God that thou be for- 
given, for this man with whom thou hast come in contact is, as we 
know, a sinner. Apoc.16-9 od perevdnoay Sodvat ddgav 7G Oca, they did 
not repent so as to pray to God for forgiveness, 11-13 daexravOyoay 
évopara avOpdruv xididdes éxrd, Kal of Aowrol eupoBor éyévovro Kal 
édwxav ddfav 7d OG, they prayed to God for forgiveness. 1Esdr.9-7 
qvopynoare Tod mpoobeiva, duaprias TO "IopayA, kal viv ddre Sporoyiav 
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Odfav 76 Ged. In Josh.7-19, when a crime is brought home to Achar, 
Joshua tells him 80s ddgav orjpepov TO kupio, pray to-day to the Lord 
for forgiveness. So is it in this passage. What the Tyrians shouted 
was a blasphemy, and Herod was punished for not deprecating 
that blasphemy by praying to God for forgiveness. Such is the Greek 
feeling to this day, for the Greeks look upon a blasphemy as a sort 
of infectious sin, and on hearing one they often cross themselves 
and exclaim Oeds dvAdgou, that is to say, God save us from such a sin 
and forgive us. 

The above sentence having been misunderstood from ancient times 
to mean that the glory which was addressed to Herod should have 
been addressed to God has caused the addition of the article to dd£av; 
but most witnesses record simply 8égav, and Tischendorf remarks 
‘dici solet Sotvar dégav 7G Ged, cf. Lk 17-18, Jn 9-24, Rom.4-20, quorum 
locorum nullo lectio fluctuat,? but in spite of this just remark he 
adopts tiv ddéav in obedience to the combined authority of 8 B, logic 
thus being sacrificed to a theory. My interpretation of course does not 
admit of the article. 

13-8. {ytdv dvactpepar Tov dvOUTatov did THs wietews. Valkenaer do- 
orpéyat in accordance with 3-26 droorpédew exacrov amd TaV Tovy- 
plov. 

13-11, wepudyor eLprer xerpaywyouds. If in order to walk after the 
loss of his eyesight Elymas needed assistants to lead him by the 
hand, he could not go about by himself. That is, however, what 
the text states. I thought at one time that perhaps not qepicywy but 
mepiadyav, in great distress, might be the original reading, the cor- 
ruption being the same as in XII Patr.Zab.6-5, where there is a 
variant cvvaywv for cvvadyév. I think now that Paul’s curse affected 
Elymas in the manner of the following imprecations: Deut.28-28 
waTdéa oe KUpLOS aopacia Kal ever Unrapov peonuBpias ws « Tis 
Unrapyoa tuprds ev TO oxdret. Job 5-14 ucpas cvvarrjoerat adrois 
oKdTos, TO Oé peonuBpwov Wyrapycatcay toa vuxri. Isa.59-10 Wyrady- 
govow ws TvpAot totxov. It is therefore much more likely that the 
original word was a synonym of yyAadav, and that if so it must be 
mepiyatwr, groping round. Compare Hesychius v. pardooa ‘ydada, 
wave? Also Hom. 0195 «ai «’ddads diaxpivee ojua dupapdur, groping 
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round; see Coraes,”Araxra, vol.4 p.398. Probably Elymas’s episode was 
suggested by the imprecations just quoted; see my note on 27-19. 

13-12. éxmdyoodpevos emt TH 8i8axy Tod Kupiov, What caused Sergius 
amazement was the miracle that had just been wrought, and miracles 
did not ensue through diday7 but duvdpe. 

13-15. Adyos wapaxhycews. A word of instruction. See my note on 
Lk 3-18. 

13-18. &s revoapaKkovraerh xpovov. L.e. éws reroapaKxocrov Eros, until 
the fortieth year. For és = éws (as in MGk) ef. Mk 4-27 pyxiverar ds 
éxdGevdev (Mss odk ofdev). In 2-23 as de Fv ev ‘lepocodAvpors. 12-35 zrepi- 
mareire ws TO hos éxere. 36 ws TO POs ExeTe TioTEveTE. 

13-23. Hyaye 74 “lopahd owripa. The combination dyw curnpa is 
unheard of, nor is it logical. A variant, however, jyepe, well sup- 
ported, is the verb suitable at this place as demonstrated by v. 22 
nyepe Tov Aa Bid cis Baoidéa, and other passages. But theory in this 
case has again prevailed over logic and the usage of language, A 
similar corruption at 14-2, where D exhibits ériyayov for érjyetpav. 
Cf. chiefly 5-30 6 Oeds rév rarépwv jpav yyepe “Inoodv, which is 
virtually a reproduction of our passage. Cf. also Mt 24-11 wevdorpo- 
pirat eyepOjoovrat. 

13-27. todroy dyvonoavtes Kal Tas puvds TOV TpopyTav Tas KaTA Tay 
odBBartov dvaywwokopnevas Kpivarres ewAnpooay. That there is something 
amiss in this passage it is evident. As usual, several well-meant 
attempts have been made at obviating the impossibility of the con- 
struction ; but fruitlessly. I think the reading originally was rodrov, 
ayvonoarres Tas Puvas TOY TpopyTav Tas Kata wav cdBBarov évaywo- 
okopévas, Kpivavres epyjAwoav, him they, having failed to fathom the 
voices of the prophets though read every sabbath, brought to judgement 
and nailed up, crucified, Cf. 2-36 rotrov tov ‘Incotv dv tpyets éoravpu- 
cate. 4-10 Iycod Xpicrod rod NaLwpaiov Sv tpets éoravpwoare. Herod. 
9-120 cavids (Mss cavida) tpooraccadcioartes. 

13-28. pydepiav aitiay Oavdrou eipdvres yThoavtTo Middrov dvatpebjvat 
airov. It is untrue that the elders found no fault in Jesus such as 
would render him liable to capital punishment; on the contrary, all 
along that is what they had been intent upon proving. It was Pilate 
who found no cause for condemnation, as Luke tells us in 23-4 6 8é 


XIII-XV THE ACTS 67 


TliAdros etre pos Tovs dpyiepets Kal Tos dyAous Ovdev ebpioxw airiov év 
76 avOpwHrw tov7w. I emend therefore eipdvros, i.e. rod UW:Adrov. In 
pedantically strict grammar we should have cipévra in agreement 
with IAdrov; but cf. 4-1 AaAowvTwy aitav mpds tov Aadv éréornoay 
avrots. Thuc.4-41-4 wodAdKis houtdvrwv adrovs dmpdxrous amémreutov. 
Heracl.4 xaxot paprupes avOpdroiow dPOadpoi kai dra BapBdpouvs Wyas 
éydvrwy. Aeneas, 10-22 yevopévou airod év 77 ‘Iuépa, wéppas éxédevoev 
avrov mepievecy, ete. 

13-40. Oaupdoare kat dbavicOnre. From Habac.1-5 Pavpdcare Oavpd- 
ova kat adavicOynre. Therefore dgavicOnre is right here; but probably it 
is wrong in the LX X, where perhaps the genuine reading is dwricOyre 
or évwricbyre. 

13-42f. "Eéidvrwy Sé adtay mapeKddouy eis 76 petags cdBBarov AadnOHrar 
aitots Td pypara Taira. Aubeions S€ Tis cuvaywys Kohov@yoay Toot 
tGv “loudaiwy Kat tov ceBouévav mpoondutev Two Natde kal 7H BapydBa, 
oltwes Tpoodadodvres avtots EretYov adTovs mpoopevet TH XdpiTe Tod Veo’, 
These verses are highly suspicious. If, as they state, a great number of 
Jews were converted, Paul ought to have felt elated at the extraordi- 
nary success of his preaching, whereas in the subsequent verses we see 
him in a highly indignant mood against the Jews as a body, to the 
extent that he shakes off at them the dust of his feet. Besides in vv. 45 
and 50 it is all the Jews without exception that appear as his oppo- 
nents and persecutors. 

petagu. Preferably és as in D and other Mss, Cf. v.44 76 32 épyopévw 
caBBarw. 

14-1, éyévero 8é évIkoviw kata 15 atts civehOetv adrods eis Thy cuvayw- 
yiv. The English versions follow the Vulgate st¢mul and render xara 76 
aird by together, But Blass ‘ recte Gigas similiter (K. Schmidt), pessime 
vulg. simul,’ comparing Lk 17-30 xard ré atra and Acts 17-2 Kara 70 
eiw0ds 7G TlavAw. The latter passage runs as follows: eis @eooaXovikny 
drov hy cvvaywyi Tv Tovdaiwy, kara 5é 76 ciwGds TO TlavAw ciorAOe pbs 
avrovs, and its similarity with the passage under comment is un- 
mistakable. Cf. also Herod.4-155 xara raira eOgomild of kat wpdrepov. 

14-27. éwoinoey per adrav. The same as éroinoey airois. See my note 
on 9-39. 

15-10. tl meipdtete tov Oedy emibetvar Luydv ent tév tpdyydov tov 
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palntav, Sv ote of martdpes tpav olte tpets toxdcaper Baordcor; An 
anachronism similar to that of Jn 7-19 ot Mwojs dwxev piv Tov 
Nopov ; Kai ovdeis ef tuadv roret rév Nopov, where I have commented as 
follows: ‘It was in later times, when the controversy with regard to 
circumcision was raging and the Jews were insisting upon conformity 
to the Mosaic Law, that the argument was devised of the Jews them- 
selves not conforming to the Law, inasmuch as by the destruction of 
Jerusalem they could no longer continue the prescribed sacrifices which 
according to the Law should be performed exclusively there,’ 

15-14. 6 Beds éweokepato AaPetv ef e0vav Aadv TH dvdpare adtod. Ie. 
AaBety Eavtd Aadv ef eOviv, to take to himself, to adopt, a people out of 
the nations or heathen. Cf. Deut.4-34 éelpacev 6 Oeds civeA Pov AaPety 
éavto eOvos. For to évépatt airod = éavtr@ see my note on Lk 4-36. 

15-16. peta taita dvactpépw kal dvorkodopynow Thy oxnvivy AaBid Thy 
TETTWKULOY, Ka TA KATETTPAppEeva AUTHS GvotKkosounow Kat dvopldow aidthy, 
Stas dv exlyTiowow ot KaTdovmot THY dvOpdTwv Tov KUpLOV Kal mdvTa Th 
€Ovy ep ods emikéxAynTat TS Svopd pou éw adtrods. Out of this quotation 
the only essential part is drws ay éxlyrjowow oi KatdXourot Tov avOpu- 
Twv Tov KUptov Kal mdvra Ta COvyn ed ods emixéxAnTat 7d Ovopd pov er 
avrovs. It was a frequent practice of quoting a whole passage as it was 
popularly quoted as a proverb, though only a part of it was applicable 
to the idea which it was intended to illustrate. See my note on Rom. 
4-7 and 8, where I have referred as other instances of this practice to 
Rom.8-36. 9-9. 9-17. 1Cor.3-16. And I have explained at Rom.3-4 that 
even the essential words have to be understood not in the exact original 
form but so modified as to fit the idea of the author, as at Rom.15-3. 
1Cor.1-31, 1Pet.2-7. XII Patr.Sim.6-2, etc. In our passage the words 
éd)’os émixéxAnrat TO Gvowd pov must be understood in the form éd’ois 
émexAnOyoerat 7d Gvond pov. In early Christian works this peculiarity, 
one might say this eccentricity, was much abused, probably in imita- 
tion of the style of Jewish doctors, 

15-29. ef mpdgere. We shall be indebted to you; see my note on 10-33. 

16-17. éxpale Néyouta Odror ot dvOpwror Soddor too eos tod SWiorou 
eiolv, ot Katayyé\Nouow tuiv 68sv cwryptas. The damsel, trusting that 
by an intervention of Paul and his companions she would obtain her 
deliverance from the evil spirit that was tormenting her, follows them 
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persistently (xaraxoAovOotca), exalting them as ministers of the very 
highest God, men who promised to save or heal mankind. In the end 
Paul yields to her importunity in the same way as in Mk 7-29 Jesus did 
when he was beseeched by a widow to cure her demoniacal daughter. 

17-11. edyevéorepor. Better conducted. The reverse in 2Mac,12-14 
dvaywydrepov éxpOvro Tois rept Tov “lovdar. 

17-18. §€vav Satporiwy Soxet katayyededs elvar, A reminiscence of the 
history of Socrates; see my note on Lk 1-1. 

17-20. ti dy Oédor taita etvor, A reading strongly supported by both 
Greek witnesses and Latin versions, the sense of which is what might 
these things mean; cf. v.18 ri dv Oé\or and my note on Jn 18-38, where 
Ihave adduced numerous examples showing that civac = to mean. This 
was the reading formerly followed, but new theories have now dispos- 
sessed it in favour of riva 6é\e radra eivat, by which the graphic repre- 
sentation of the puzzle in the minds of the inquirers is obliterated. 

17-22. "Avdpes AOnvator, kara wavTa ws Sevodarpoveatépous brads ewpa. 
Luke re-echoes the fame of the Athenians, who owing to the great crowd 
of statuary in their city were renowned as a people foremost in piety. 
Their fame is also referred to in Josep.Ap.2-11 rots d% (AGyvaiovs) 
evoeBeordrous tov “EAAQvwY daavtes Néyovow. Paus.1-17-1 rovrots 8é 
(rots "AOyvaiors) od Ta cis ptdavOpwriay povov Kabéarykev, AAG Kat Oeods 
evocBovow aAwv wAdov" Kal yap Aidots ogiot Bupds éore kal Ojpns Kat 
‘Oppijs (read ’Oudis). Philostr.A poll.6-3 “A@jvyow, ot Kal dyydorwr Sat- 
povuy Bwpot puwrat. Lycurg.Leocr.15 bd tore, & “AOnvaios, ore wAclaTov 
Siahépere TOV dAAwY GvOpHrwv TO Tpds Tors Deodls cboeBGs Eyetv. 

Secovdaipoveatepous. ‘There was subtlety on the part of St Paul in 
addressing the Athenians not OcoocBearépous, which he would have 
considered was only applicable to worshippers of the one true God, but 
devrOatpoverrépovs. Such an address must have sounded to them as a 
compliment, since in their language eot and Saipoves were practically 
synonymous terms, whilst on the other hand it expressed Paul’s con- 
tempt of their idolatry, for to him deodaioves could only mean 
worshippers of demons. 

17-23. dvadewpav 14. ceBdopata Spay etpoy kai Bupoy év o émeyéypamro 
*Ayviotw Od. Was this suggested by Philostr.Apoll.6-3 "A@yvyow ob 


S35 ¢ ¢ \¢ 
kal dyvoorwv datpovoy Bwot tOpuvrat ? 


70 THE ACTS XVII XVIII 


17-26. émoinod te é& évis ray €Ovos dvOpdtwv KatoiKely emt mayTés 
TpocwTou THs ys. Surely the import intended cannot have been to say 
that God made every nation dwell on all the face of the earth as the 
text reads, but that God from one progenitor created every nation that 
dwells on all the face of the earth. We have therefore to emend xaro:xody ; 
ef. Josh.24-18 wdavra ra €Ovy Ta KaToKodyTa THY yHv, etc. 

dpiaas mpootetaypévous Katpods Kat Tas Spolecias Tijs KaToLKiag adTav 
Lyrety tov Oedv. A passage grievously corrupt. For (1) after saying that 
God appointed periodical seasons the text should proceed to enumerate 
some of the benefits accruing from this periodicity, such for instance 
as those mentioned in 14-17 otpavodev qpivy derots Sidovs Kal Katpovs 
Kapropopous, éumriTAGv Tpopys Kal edppocivys Tas Kapdias ypav; and (2) 
fyreiv rov Gedy is in the air. The original I have no doubt has suffered 
an extensive lacuna. Also perhaps some reader, having misunderstood 
katpovs to mean tzmes and not seasons and fancying that the point 
pressed was that God fixed the present time as the limit for repentance 
in accordance with v. 30 rovs xpdvous Tis &yvoias trepidav 6 Oeds Tavdv 
mapayyéeAAet Tots dvOpwrots peravoety, has inserted kat ras dpofecias THs 
katotkias ai’ta@v in imitation of Wisd.12-20 rods xpdvous kal romov bv dv 
drahAayaou TAS Kaxias. Or these words may have been suggested by 
Isa.45-18 6 Geds 6 xatadeiEas THY ynV Kal Tojoas adriy, adrdos duopioev 
(compare épicas) airyv’ obk eis Kevov eroinoev aitivy GANG KarouKcetoOat 
eTAACEY ATHY. 

Tpooteraypevous Katpovs. Neither zpooreraypévovs nor the variant 
mpoteraypevous are suitable, the prepositions of both the participles 
being superfluous after épicas. The other variant reraypévous Kaipors, 
stated seasons, is preferable by far. 

18-2. mpooHOev adrois, kat Sd Td Sudrexvoy elvar Eyeve trap abtors. 
Naber correctly éudrexvos. 

18-5. ds 8é KaTHOov dad Tis Makedovias 6 te Xidas Kal 6 Tipd0eos, 
ouveixeto TH Adyw 6 Naédos. What happened was this, that Silas and 
Timothy came down from Macedonia bringing the collections secured 
there, those referred to in 2Cor.8-2ff. This timely succour enabled Paul 
to dispense with his craft, at which he was previously obliged to work, 
and he was thus freed to devote himself assiduously to his preaching. 
This assiduous application to the preaching is aptly expressed by 
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ouvecyeto TG Adyw, for cvvéxyopai tux in one of its significations (cf. 
Prov.5-20 pnde ovvexov ayxddais THs wy idias) means exactly the same 
as mpocéxopal Tit, Cf, cvyKoAAG and mpocKoArAAG ; and wpocéxeo Ga = to 
adhere to, cf. Arist.Vesp.105 mpocexdpevos 7G xiove (Blaydes 17} xeyxdidz). 
Plut.1095 76 ypadiov dorep eras TO peipakiy rpoatoyerat, Where Schol. 
mpocicxerat = mpookoAAGrat. In fact, cvveixero TH Adyw is not essentially 
different to <ixero rod Adyov, except that by the addition of civ the 
_ object bad to be in the dative. . 

tO Adyw. To the preaching. Cf. 14-12 6 yyovpevos tod Adyou, the leader 
in the preaching. 20-2 wapaxadécas adtovs Adyw ToAAG. Lk 10-39 zrapa- 
kadecGeioa rapa Tovs 7ddas TOD Kupiov HKovE TOV Adyov adTod, etc. 

18-18. ketpdpevos tiv kepadty év Keyxpeais, etxe yap esx. Is this 
a-misunderstanding on the part of St Luke, who probably was not 
quite clear upon the Jewish customs, or is it an interpolation? Because, 
so far as I know, the rite of shaving of a Nazirite could only be 
performed in the temple at Jerusalem. 

18-25. éBi8ao0Kxev dxpiB&s Ta rept tod “Inood. If, as we are informed 
in the following verse, Priscilla and Aquila took Apollos aside to teach 
him more accurate (d«piBéorepov) Christianity, it is obvious that his 
knowledge of the matter was inexact. We must therefore read dva- 
xpi Bas (Sherlock ovx dxpiBds), the negative having been missed owing 
to the antecedent [ ed/Sacrx lev. An identical error in 24-22, where we 
find dxpiBéorepov instead of dvaxpiBéorepov. Respecting the frequent 
loss of negatives see my notes on Rom.1-19 and Jn 5-46. 

19-2. et mveipa. Gyvov eddBete mictevoartes. If you received holy spirit 
when you became mioroi, that is, when you were baptized. In my note 
on Rom.13-11 I commented ‘ore émiorevoapey. Practically = at the time 
of our baptism, for it was by the baptism that men became Christians 
or believers. So in Acts 19-2 micredoovres is an equivalent of Bamrr- 
oGévres, as the following éBarrioOyre shows.’ 

19-14. Foov S€ twos Tkeud, "loudatou dpyxrepéws, éwtd viol Todt (exor- 
cisms) trovodvres. Of course it is out of the question that a high priest 
of Jerusalem and his sons, who were Sadducees swollen with pride, 
would have demeaned themselves so low as to roam about as exorcists 
and make a living in so disreputable a manner; nor do I believe that 
even a provincial chief priest could have so disgraced himself. But 
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the priestly class practised medicine, most frequently applying occult 
methods (see Encyclopaedia Biblica v. Medicine, p. 3006), and as a 
matter of course exorcisms; it is possible therefore that the original 
lection was not dpytepéws but dpyxiarpou tepéws. 

19-16. katakupredoas dudhorépwy toxuce kat adTay. This is the same 
as KaTakuptevoas apotépwv Karexupievoey airy. One of the two verbs 
must be wrong. 

duhotépwv. I.e. of the father and the sons. 

ioxuce xaratrav. Cf. Dan.(LXX) 8-8 6 tpdyos rav aiyav Katicyuoe 
opddpa. 

19-21, eimay Ste peta 1d yeveoOor pe exer Set pe Kal Pwpny idety. 
Probably spurious. | 

19-28. peyddy 4 "Apreuts “Epeciov. This apparently was the usual 
way of cheering. Cf. Heliod.8-9 to xapas éxBojoat Kal peydAous Tous 
Geods emixadciobat. 8-15 Geovs re peyddous kai dikyv avakadotvres. Wet- 
stein also compares Aristid. p. 292 ¢Bowv dy év 7G dvetpate ws av trap 
Te kal éw dveipare TeTeAcopevw, Méyas 6 “AckAnmeds. 295 76 roAvipvyrov 
rodto Bodvrav Méyas 6 “AcKAnmiés. 

20-9. kaPeLdpevos S€ Tis veavias dvdpati EUruxos émi tijs Oupisos, kate- 
xspevos Umvw Bapet Siadeyouevou Tod Navdou émt whetov (who was being 
overcome by heavy sleep in consequence of Paul’s protracted discourse), 
kaTevexOeis drrd Tod Urvou erecev did Tod TproTéyou Kdtw Kat jpOy vexpds. 
KataBdas S€ 6 Maddog érerecev atte Kai cupmeptAaBov etme. Pauls object 
was to bring the youth back to life; and it was believed that to effect 
such revivals it was necessary not merely to fall upon the dead person 
but to breathe into him. Cf. Jez.37-9 éeudionooy cis ros vexpods Kat 
fnodtwcav. In 3Kings 17-21 Elija évedioynoe ro ratdapin when he 
brought him back to life. In 4K ings 4-34 dvéBy (EAcatos) cai éxouunbn 
(lay) éxi 76 rosddptov Kal €Onxe 76 oTOpa adrod eri 7d ordua adrod it is 
not expressly stated that Elisha breathed into the child, but this is 
implied in the saying that he placed his mouth upon the child’s mouth. 
Similarly Evang.Infant.Arab.43 locum in quo vipera eum momorderat 
aflavit, quo facto extemplo sanatus est. The belief in revival by breathing 
must have originated in Gen.2-7 évedionoer eis 7d mpdcwrov airod 
avony Cwys. Thus the original reading I suspect was not éwérecev but 
évervevoev, Which is a synonym of evedtonoev; cf. Wisd.15-11 rov 
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eurvedoavta aitG Wuyny évepyotoay Kal éudvojoavra mvedpa Cwrixdv. 
Nor do I feel much confidence in cuprepiAaBav ; probably once it was 
cuprep Baru, having covered him with a cloak, of which verb Sophocles 
records one example, the preposition having the same force as in 
ovyxadvrrw. Both errors probably induced by Gen.33-4 wepraBov 
airov mpocérecey ert Tov TpdXyAOV airov. 

karexdpevos Unvw Bapet. This is the reading of D. Cf. Heliod.5-2 trvw 
kat tadra Babel xarerynpevov. 6-14 trvw xareixero. Philostr.Apoll.2-7 
KaTecxnpEevats TH oivw, 2-36 ely KaTecyynpévous. All other Mss give 
karapepouevos trve Sabet, which is quite as good; cf. Act.Thom.109 
eis Urrvov KatyvexOnv Babiv. Heliod.5-1 cis Yrvov xatapépet, 5-2 tanvexOy 
7 Urvy. Philostr.Apoll.1-5 cis darvov dryyOn (no doubt tr7y6y). But 
the reading of D seems to me preferable, because wrvos Baus can only 
‘apply to a person who was already fast asleep, and not to one who 
was gradually being overcome by sleep, and this must have been 
Kutychus’s condition as he sat in the window. 

katevexQets did Tod Umvov. Having been borne down by the sleep. The 
rendering being borne down is not quite exact. A few Mss omit these 
words (see Soden), probably because the amanuensis thought them 
superfluous after caradepdpevos Urve. 

20-13. oftw yap jv Siateraypévos. For so had he made his arrange- 
ments. The participle is reflexive = diaterayas éavre. 

20-26. Sidr. A variant did. The same variant at Rom.3-20. 1Thes. 
2-18, 3-1 (only in B). 1Pet.2-6, and elsewhere. Perhaps 6:6 is preferable 
every where. 

Kaapds eit dard TOU aiparos wévrwv. The context shows plainly that 
Paul was not protesting that he had tried his best to safeguard his 
disciples from punishment in this world, but from the consequences in 
the next of their perhaps disregarding his preaching. The amanuensis 
was carried away by his recollection of the familiar phrase in Mt 27-24 
GOads cite dd TOU aiparos Tod Sixatov rovrov, and unconsciously tran- 
scribed aizaros instead of xpiuaros. 

20-35. wévra Sréderga outv. I have always shewed you. Expositors 
have misunderstood wavro, as meaning all things; it means always, 
ever, aS in MGk, see Vlakhos. Cf. 1Cor.11-2. 13-7 (opposed to the fol- 
lowing ovderore). XIJ Patr.Iss.3-8. Philos. 8-2-12. Orig.Cels.3-57 mdvra 
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eis €xetvov dopovtas. Achil. Tat, 3-11 wavra ovyooay. 5-13-3. HerP.3Vis. 
6 wdvra érepwras, Where the old Latin version correctly gives semper. 
Lucian, Asin, 22 7 8& wats otre éudayety re 7Oedev ovre mielv, GAO 
mavra, éxdaev. ibid. ri yap Hpi Soxel rpéhe Tov dvov ToUTov mdyTa KaTO- 
mimtovra; Descens.Inf.6-2 peromnia = 814 rdvra, for ever. Also azravra; 
ef. Achil. Tat.7-16-4. Also classically, as in Arist.Nub.1381 aicOavope- 
vos dou Tavra tTpavrilovros 6 Tu vooins, Hyperid.Lyc.16. But the word, 
owing to its being rather demotic, was often changed into rdyrore; 
so in 1Cor.11-2, where P wdyrore. 2Cor.7.14. HermP.Mand.10-3, 
where likewise a variant wdvrore. In HermP.1Vis.2 the Mss give 
mavrore yeAoy, but the old Latin version is omnia ridens translating 
wavra literally. In Lucian.54 and Clem.Hom.11-13 it is corrupted into 
ra wavra. In Eph.1-23 the chief Mss likewise read 7a wdvra, but a few 
minuscules have preserved the correct lection zdvra. It stands for 
wavra. tov xpovov ; cf. Dem.1445. Hyperid.Lyc.16 duarpiBwv ev ry mode 
Tov dmavra xpovov. Herod.8-100 jv radra tov wévra petaéd xpdvov yevo~ 
preva. (read yevdpevov). 9-106 dpoupéovtes tov ravta ypovov. Xen.Mem. 
1-4-16 éfaratwpévovs Tov ravra. xpovov. 2-1-33 roy del xpovov bpvovpevot. 
Philostr.Apoll.7-24 wap$évov otcay rov det xpdvov. Just.222c. Paus. 
2-6-1 adyra Tov xpdvov diarekeoacww. Similarly pexpdv and puxpdv xpo- 
vov; cf. Jn 7-33. 13-33. Also dxapy in Arist.Nub.496. Most of these 
examples cited in my note on Rom.8-28. 

20-37. émumeodvtes emt tov tpdxndov rod Mavdou karepidouy abtov. 
From Gen.33-4 repiaBav airov rpocérecev ext tov tpdxydov airod Kat 
katepidyoey airov. 

21-3. dvaddvavres Sé thy Kumpoy cat karadtrdvtes abrhy eddvupoy. 
Read drodyvavres 3 cf. Philostr.Apoll.1-20 riv 89 trav rotapdv péony 6 
Tiypys aropaive xat 6 Kigpdrys, which shows that azodaivw is a syno- 
nym of dze(pyw in the sense of Herod.7-43 év dpiorepy dmépywv ‘Poirevov 
mwoXv. 

21-13. ti movetre KNalovres; What is the good of weeping? I have 
illustrated this force of zovety in my note on Jn 11-47, quoting 1Cor. 
15-29 ri roijoovow of BarriLopevor (read Bacavifopevor) brrép Tov vexpav; 
what is the good of toiling so hard for the sake of men who are dead 
for good and all? I added there that the phrase zi ro:odpev survives 
exactly in MGk in the form ri xdvoupe (= xduvopev = rovotpev) and 
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that it implies a negative, ie. there is no sense in the way we are 
acting. 

21-23. eioty Hutv dv8pes téooapes edxty Exovtes ep éauTay' rodTous 
mapataBay dyvicOyte ody abtots kal Samdvngov éwadrots. From Numb. 
6-14 ff, where the details of the purification of Nazirites are recounted, 
we can see that the expenses of the prescribed rites were very heavy, 
and poor applicants would be unequal to meeting them. For a certain 
class of rites it was permissible for the priests to grant a reduction in 
favour of the poor; cf. Lev.27-8 édv dé rarewos 4 TH TYyA7 (if he be too 
poor compared with the first estimate made as to how much he should 
pay), ornoerat évaytiov tov tepéws Kal Tysjoerar aitov 6 lepevs* Kaazep 
ioxver 7 xelp Tod edfapevov Tisjoerat adrov 6 iepeds. But in the above- 
quoted chapter from Numbers no such reduction is mentioned, and 
presumably the costs of the purification of Nazirites came within that 
rule which fixed costs absolutely and allowed no reduction ; cf. Exod. 
30-15 6 mdoutdy od mpocOjoe Kal 6 revduevos ovK eXatrovyce. If so, 
the only way out in the case of impecunious Nazirites was for 
charitable persons of means to come forward and guarantee payment 
in their behalf, This is what Paul was asked to do. 

dyvioOyT. atv adtots. I have some difficulty in understanding this. 
If Paul was to be purified jointly with the four Nazirites by the same 
purification as they, as the text certainly means, he must have been 
under a vow himself; but such a vow on his part is recorded nowhere ; 
the one mentioned at 18-18 is not applicable. 

21-26. dyviobeis ciajer eis 75 iepdy StayyéAdwy Thy exmAnpwow tov 
fpepav tot dynopod, As dyvicGeis and dyvicpod stand so close together, 
they are apt to be misunderstood as referring to the same kind of 
dyviopos, whereas the former of course denotes the ordinary dyviopds 
which every worshipper about to enter the temple had to go through 
and the latter the special purification of the Nazirites. 

StayyeAAwy Tiy éxTArjpwouy Tay HpepGy Tod Gyviopol Ews ob mpoonvexOy 
imrép évds Exdorou abtav 7 mpoopopd, Expositors in striving to invest the 
words with some sort of plausible sense have strained their sense to 
the utmost. They can only mean announcing the fulfilment of the days 
of the purification until such time as the offering for every one of them 
will have been offered or completed, and it is readily seen that such 
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a sentence is incoherent. What Paul undertook to do and what we 
should have expected him to declare is that he was ready to defray, 
or stand guarantee for, the costs of the purification in behalf of himself 
and each one of his companions. I read therefore zArjpwow for éxrAnpw- 
ow and Saravév (cf. v. 24 damdvycov) for jpepdv, ie. announcing the 
payment against the expenses of the purification until such time as the 
offering in behalf of every one of them will have been offered, In this way, 
it seems to me, the stress also laid upon irép évos Exdorov airéy is 
intelligible, Paul emphasizing that he would pay for each and all of 
his poor companions. The corruption came about probably through 
the mind of the transcriber being familiar with such current phrases 
as Lk 2-22 dre érAjoOnoay ai Hucpat Tod Kabapicpod. Tob.8-20 éav py 
TAnpwldcw ai jucpat Tod ydyov. Ezek.5-2 xara tiv rAnpwoiv TOV HuepOv 
Tod ovykAacpod. Dan.10-3 ews wAnpaicews tprdv éBdopdduv juepav. 
1Mac.3-49 rots Naltpaious of érAnpwcay tas yucpas. Numb.6-13 otros 
5 vopos TOD evfapevou’ 4 av Huepa TANpwoH Huepas edyijs. 

TAnpwow. Payment, Sophocles registers one example of zAypwors in 
this sense and two of zAypwrijs = payer. Herwerden, Lexicon Graecum 
Suppletorium ‘ rAnpodty, (pecuniam) reddere. IGSI 956.” Add Philostr. 
Apoll.6-2 épdvou wAjpwow = subscription to a club (Conybeare). In MGk 
TAnpovew, TAnpwLyH, TANpwrys are current and specific terms for to pay, 
payment, payer. 

€ws ob mpoonvexOn. Until the rpoodopa will have been offered. Alford 
aptly refers to Plato, Gorg.506 7ddws av dueAcyopyv ews darédwxa. Crat. 
396 ovk dy éravopny ews arereipdOnv. Add EHur.Bac.359 péunvas 7dn Kat 
mp égéoryns dpevav (Badham’s égeords unnecessary). Perhaps also 
Apoc.10-7 drav péAAy oadmifew kal érehéoOy 75 proripiov, when he 
will sound and the mystery will have been fuljilled (contrary to my 
note at that place). 

21-34 to 22-22. I distrust all this part. It is strange that the 
chiliarch should have allowed Paul to address the frenzied crowd and 
thus add fuel to the flames ; and stranger still that the crowd should 
be willing even for a moment to listen to him.* But Luke cannot be 


* When addressed by adverse speakers, even such a comparatively unim- 
passioned body as the House of Commons cannot refrain from uproarious 
scenes. 
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responsible for this paradox. The fact of the words éxéAevoey dyer Oat 
airov eis THv mapeuBordyv being repeated in v. 24 points to an inter- 
polator; in my notes on Jn 11-5 and 18-16 to 27 I have shown that 
such repetitions are a feature in interpolations. 

21-35. BaordteoPat adréy bd tHv oTpatiwrdy, The Vulgate, followed 
by the English version, ut portaretur a militibus. The correct transla- 
tion is that he was held of the soldiers. Such is the meaning of Baoro 
in MGk, as also of «para, which is a synonym; so Vlakhos v. Baora 
‘BL. kai xpard ( =see also xpard).? This synonymity was already in 
force during Hellenistic times, so that BaordfeoGar here may be com- 
pared with 3-11 kparotvros atrod tov Térpov. Apoc.2-1 6 xparav rods 
érta aorépas év TH dekia, etc. 

22-3. wetawSeupevos kata axpiPevay Tod matpwou vouou. Hemsterhuis 
very plausibly rov watpaov vopor. 

22-5. ds kai 6 dpxepeds praprupet por. D paprupyoet, which is the only 
apposite reading, for Paul could not say that the chief priest was 
then bearing witness, but that he would do so if appealed to. 

22-15. dru éoy pdprus aito=o eon pdptus. See my notes on 10-38. 
Jn 1-16. Rom.8-29. 

22-20. Ste éfexeito Td atua Ztepdvou Tod pdprupds cou, kat adtos Hpyy 
épeotws. The English version adds also, giving xai an intensive or 
additive force ; but it is only the superfluous idiomatic expletive so 
often encountered in apodoses. Cf. Lk 2-21 6re érAyjoOyoav iéepas dxro 
ToD wepitepety adrov, Kal éxrAyOn 7d Ovoua aitod ‘Incots. 2-27 ev To 
eloayayely kal airés édééaro, ete. So is it in MGk when the temporal 
particle is pddis; Vlakhos v. podis ‘uddis épOace xat dvexdpynoe, & peine 
arrivé wl repartit.? The Vulgate correctly cum funderetur sanguis 
Stephani testis tui, ego astabam. 

22-23. pirrodvrwy +o indria Kat Kovoptoy Badddvrwv els Tév dépa. 
Apparently done by way of imprecation. Cf. Nehem.5-13 tiv dvaBodjv 
pov égerivaga Kal etrov Otrws exrivdéat 6 Geds ravra avdpa ds ob orHcet 
tov Adyor Tovroyv. Exod.9-10 laBe ri aidddyv kat éracev aityvy Mwvojs 
els Tov ovpavoy Kal éyéevero EXxy. 

22-25. Os S€ mporetvay adrdv Tois ipdow, ele mpds tov EotOTa éxa- 
Tovtapxov 6 MaitAdos ei GvOpwrrov “Pwpatoy kal dkardkpttrov éfeortw dpiy 
paorifey. Cf, Oxyr.Pap.1186 7d tiv dia tov indvrwv aixelay dropévew 
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eoriy pev Kat ért rdv SovAuKhy Tixyv elAnxoTwv aviapov, od pyVv Kata Td 
mavrehés airryyopevpevov, éAevGepovs b€ avdpas ToLavrny UBpew bropéevew 
OUTE TOIs VOpoLs AKdAOVOOY adiKkelay Te Exo eoTiv. 

mpocrewav. Bentley ‘an wapéreivay ? ? 

22-30 to 23-10 (and perhaps to 23-11). An accretion by an unskilful 
hand, which was suggested by the episode described in Jn 18-19 ff, 
when Jesus was ill-treated for daring to answer the chief priest. For 
(1) As Blass justly remarks ‘si facinus erat vincire civem Romanum, 
conveniebat ut tribunus re cognita non postridie sed statim vinctum 
solveret.? (2) Paul was dragged before the Court with the object of his 
conduct being investigated, and naturally he was expected to defend 
himself; and he could not start his defence more mildly, so that there 
was no cause for his being treated so ignominiously. (3) That he should 
have called the President rotye xexoviayéve is unthinkable ; this insult 
is a reminiscence of that addressed to the Pharisees in Mt 23-27 
Papicaion Sroxpirat, Sre rapopordlere rddors Kexoviapévors. (4) It is im- 
possible that Paul should not recognize the chief priest; his must 
have been a familiar figure to every citizen of Jerusalem, nor could a 
man versed in the law as Paul was be unaware of the fact that the 
Court would be presided over by that dignitary. (5) By his answer in 
23-5 otk yoewv, ddeAdol, dru eoriv dpxiepevs Paul is represented as in 
a subdued mood, whereas in v.6 by éxpagey he all at once assumes 
a riotous boldness. (6) That the Pharisees, Paul’s avowed persecutors, 
seconded his defence instead of taking advantage of his peril to doom 
him is out of the question. (7) The words ovdtv kaxdy ebpioxopev ev TO 
dvOparw rovtw are a plagiarism of Pilate’s answer in Lk 23-14 oidey 
etpov év 7G avOparw TovTw airiov. 

The fraud is carried on in 23-26 ff rév dvépa trotrov cvAAndbevra tro 
Tav lovdaiwy Kat péddovra dvatpeio Oar br’ abrayv, érieras ov TO oTpared- 
fart eeopunv padav dre. “Pwpatos éori. BovAduwevds Te emtyvavar tiv 
airiay Ounv évexddovy atT& Karyyayov airov eis 76 ovvedpiov adray. “Ov 
eUpov éykadovpevov mept Cyrnpdrwv Tod vopov atrav, pydev Sé d£tov 
Gavdrov 7 Seopav éykAnua exovra. Myvubeions 5€ ror ériBovdA‘s eis tov 
dvipa ecco Gan, && airs érepwa pds oc. Here the words BovAdcuevos re to 
éykAypa éxovra must be supposititious, if such are vv. 22-30 to 23-10. 
The sentence ov ebpov éyxadovpevoy wept Cyrnudtwv Tod vopov avrav is 
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an evident suggestion from Gallio’s answer in 18-15 ef d¢ Cytjpara 
éort wept Adyou Kai évopdrwv Kal vopov Tod KaP ipas dperIe adroi. 

Lastly, érurras civ TO oTpareduare must refer to 21-32 rapadraBov 
orpariwras Kal Exarovrdépxous. Therefore the following words paddy dre 
‘Pwpaids éore are not in their original position, for the fact that Paul 
was a Roman citizen became known after the chiliarch went down 
with his troops; their proper place is after éreuia mpds oe, where 
they would explain that Paul being a Roman citizen was sent away 
from Jerusalem in order to be saved from the fury of the mob. 

23-15. éugavicate TO xidcdpxw ody TG cuvedpiv, Srrws KaTaydyy abTov 
eis buds. Paul was in custody in the Roman camp, where the Sanhe- 
drim had no jurisdiction. Therefore civ 76 cvvedpiw is not in its 
proper place; it should follow rots dpytepeton kai rois peo Burépors of 
v.14. Cf. 22-30 rots dpxeepeis kat wav 76 ovvédprov. Mk 14-55 of dpyrepets 
kal OAov TO auvedptoy. 15-1 of dpxrepeis peta TOV mperBuTépwy Kal ypop- 
paréwy Kal OXov TO cuvédptov. 

23-25. émarodyy xoucav tév tuoy Todtoy. Markland tov rpdzor, 
referring to 1Mac.15-2 (émivroXal) repiéxovaas Tov Tpdrov Todrov. But 
ef, from Liddell and Scott Plat.Rep.414a ds év rimw, py du axprBeias, 
eipnoOo. Legg.718c eimeiv ofdv tit Ture, ete. On the contrary, it is 
more likely that rvzov should be substituted for rpdwov in 1Mac.15-2. 

24-2. moddjjs eipyyns ktA. St Luke pokes fun at the sophists of his 
day, mimicking their turgid oratory, 

24-3. wdvry Te Kat Tavtaxou dmodexdpe0a. An object to dzodexoueba 
seems indispensable. Probably sadyra re xai ravrayy, everything and in 
all ways. The meaning of zavraxod must be in all places, as the 
English version gives; but what have the places to do here? 

24-11. Suvapévou cou émyvavar. Read dedpevds cov emvyvavar. Cf. 26-4 
déouar paxpoOipws axodoai pov. 

24-13. o88€ tapactijcat SivavTat cot wept dy viv Katyyopodot pou. 
Supply pdprupas. Liddell and Scott ‘pdprupas wapicrayras Isae.47. 39, 
etc.; also wapacrycacbai tia, to produce him as witness, 1d.75. 27, 
Dem.915. 12, ete.’ 

24-14. kard thy 63dv Hy Néyouow atpeow otrw Aatpedw. If the text is 
sound, the subject of A¢€yovow must be impersonal, i.e. 6 Aads or some- 
thing similar. But Paul at that time was.not concerned with the 
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general public; he was countering his accusers who were present and 
who had just (v. 5) called his faith aipeow rév Nalwpaiwy. I think 
therefore that instead of odrw we should read otro, Paul pointing at his 
accusers with his finger. 

TioTevwv TAL ToIs KaTd Tov vopov Kal TOLS ev TOIS TMpOpyTats yeypap- 
pévois. Believing all that is recorded in the Law and all that is written 
in the Prophets. No connexion between 7ots xara Tov vomov (see my note 
on Lk 8-4) and tots yeypappevors. _ 

24-20. # adrol otro. cimdtwoay Ti evpoy Adiknua ordvros pou emt Tod 
auvedpiou, 4 mept pds TadTns duwvis hs ekpaga év abrots éoris, Stu Tept 
évaoTdcews veKpay éyo Kpivopat onpepoy ep dpav. A continuation of the 
interpolation begun at 21-34 and carried on in 22-30ff. It betrays the 
same lack of skill. It makes Paul beg the question, for his enemies 
did not attack his doctrine regarding resurrection but complained of 
his having introduced Gentiles into the temple. Probably this inter- 
polation has usurped the place of some sentence which completed the 
antecedent clause tivés 6 dd THs “Acias “Iovdator, ots eer eri cod 
Tapeivar Kal KaTnyopely El TL EXOLEY TPOS [LE. 

24-22. 6 d7dug dxpiBeorepor eidus Ta wept THs 6500. Felix as a Roman 
was imperfectly acquainted with the new faith, as Gallio was (18-14), 
and for that very reason he brought his wife, a Jewish lady able to 
understand and judge, to listen to Paul’s outpourings. Accordingly 
read dvaxpiSéorepov; in the same way we have corrected dvaxp:Bds for 
dxpiBds in 18-25. It is another case of the loss of the negative; see my 
note at that verse. 

6800. So did Confucius call his own system. 

24-25. Stadeyopdvou 8é adtod (tod Mad\ou) wept Sikatocdvys Kal éykpa- 
Telas Kal Tod Kpipatos Tol péAdovTos, EuoBos yevonevos 6 PHALE. Why 
should Felix have taken any fright? There was no reason, nor does 
his answer betray anything resembling alarm; on the contrary, he 
was out for a bribe (v. 26) in full security. Probably éudoGos yevopevos 
was intruded from a desire to represent Felix’s feelings as the same 
with those of Pilate as stated by Jn 19-8 ére oty yxovoev 6 WtAdros 
ToUrov Tov Adyov, paAXov epoyGn. 

25-3, airoupevor xdpiy kar adtod. A strange phrase, to explain and 
defend which even such a thorough scholar as Bloomfield is reduced 
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to saying that it is a brief form of expression for airovpevoe xdpww ev 
Siky TH kar avrod. But why presume such a roundabout locution when C 
and several other respectable documents provide rap'airot, which is 
exactly what the context calls for? But I presume the reason is that 
preference must be given to the more difficult reading, a theory which 
is perfectly reasonable on the whole, but the application of which can 
be overdone. The syntax aiteiv tt mapa twos is very common. 

25-22. éBoudduny kat aires tod dvOpdrou dkodoa. Ie. eBovrAduny av. 
For the omission of av, which is met with even in classical texts, see 
my notes on Rom.9-3 and Jn 7-28. 

25-25. katedaBouny prdev déov Oardrou attéy mempaxévar, T.e, ov 
katehaBounv ti détov Oavdrov abtov mempaxévat. 

26-16. pdprupa dv re efSes [pe |Gv re dfOycopat oor, Neither the version 
a witness both of those things which thou hast seen and of those things 
in the which I will appear unto thee, nor the version a witness of the 
things wherein thou hast seen me and of the things wherein I will appear 
unto thee, are justified by the text; in fact, even apart from the text 
both appear to me lame. I believe that dy cides must indicate the 
marvels which Paul witnessed in the past and consequently that the 
subjoined words must indicate that marvels were to be wrought there- 
after ; if so, ébO0yoouat must be an error for 6¢6yoerat, I may add that 
St Luke seems to have forgotten the fact that Paul witnessed no other 
marvel prior to the apparition on his way to Damascus and for a 
moment to have imagined him as one of the Apostles. 

26-24. Ta WoAAG oe ypdppara eis paviay wepitpémer, Read raparpéret, 
i.e. mapadpovety oe moet. Cf. Paus.4-4 raperpary 6 ToAvydpys ek Tod 
vod. Similarly rapadépw, rapardadrw, waparAdlw. In Hom. 14 of cé 
wep €BAaway read of oe rapeBraar. 

The statement as to Paul being highly educated is discordant with 
2Cor.11-6, where Paul calls himself an idwrys 76 Adyw. Cf. also 
1Cor.2-4 6 Adyos pov Kal Td Kipvypd pov odk ev weHots (?) codias Adyots. 

26-28. év édtyw pe meiBers xptotiavdy trovhoat. The AV almost thou 
persuadest me to be a Christian. That is the sense required, but the words 
only yield the absurd meaning almost, or in a little, thou persuadest me to 
make a Christian. Read ypurriavioat, to adopt christianity. The RV with 
but little persuasion thou wouldest fain make me a Christian is fanciful. 
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27-7. pi mpoceGvtos tpds tod dvepou. Read pi) rpdow édvros (so also 
Markland), the wind not permitting us to steer ahead, Cf. 27-13 docov 
mapedéyovro. Paus.5-5-5 of dveuor éréxover ToU rpdow Td Vowp. Herod. 
9-2 ovde Zwy iévar Exacrépw, ete. 

27-15. pr Suvapévou dvropbadpety TO dvéuw, Emiddvres epepdueOa. Cf. 
Lucian,1VH,6 éritpépayres otv TO mvedpatt Kal mapaddvres éavrods 
éxeyuatdueba. See note on 27-19, 

27-17. bwolwwyivTes TO TOtov. Qu. éxiCwvvivres. 

27-19. kat tf tpity hepa abtéxerpes Thy oxeuty toO mAotou Eppupay. 
From Jon.1-5 kai é«BoAnv éroujoavto tév oKevdv TV év TO TAOiw eis THY 
Odracoav tod KovdicOjvat az’aitav. Were this passage written by 
Luke himself, what could we conclude else but that he was romancing? 
See my notes on 9-7. 10-14. 13-11. 17-18. 17-22. 27-15. 27-40. Possi- 
bly, however, the passage is spurious. 

27-21. wodAfjs te dottias Smapxovons. Blass ‘non sunt haec bene 
structa; neque enim in oratione Pauli cibi capiendi mentio fit neque 
rote habet quo referatur.? Add that the point of food is taken up by 
Paul in his subsequent speech vv. 33ff. At this moment what he 
exhorted his fellow-passengers to was to be of good cheer; cf. 22 
Tavov rapawG opas edOupety and 25 816 edOupetre. It follows that Luke 
described them as being in a state of discouragement, the original 
word being dOupias. So also Straatman. 

27-27. brevdouv ot vaitat mpoodye Tivd adTots xwpay. I suggest mpoo- 
avydlev or mpooavyav; the meaning thus would be that the sailors 
dimly distinguished some land which was dawning in front and 
appeared to them as a sort of luminous speck in the darkness. With 
mpocavydtew ywpav compare 1Mac.6-39 ra dpy karyvyalev. The Vulgate 
apparere seems to me to favour such a conjecture. It has been sought 
to defend the text by assuming an optical delusion on the part of the 
sailors; but is it at all likely that Luke in a matter-of-fact description 
would have expressed an approach to land in the form of a delusion? 
The English version the shipmen deemed that they drew near to some 
country presupposes ivi adrovs yopa, an excellent reading. 

27-33. mpoodokavres aotot. No doubt apockaprepotyres adovror, 
patiently going without nourishment. Cf. Xen.CP.2-3-13 wpds Atpov Kal 
apos diivos kal mpos piyos kaptepety. Plut.Mor.987e mpds divay éyxaprepy- 
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cavta, 4Mac.14-9 wdacyovres evexaprépovv. In view of the context, 
mpoodoxGyres Without an object means nothing. 

27-40. katetxov eis Tov aiyvaddy’ teptrerdytes Sé cis Térov SLOd accor 
éméxevhay Thy vaiv, kal 4 pev mpwpa epeicaca epewey doddeutos,  Sé 
mpupva eAdero dd THs Bias’ 44 Kat obtws éyéveto mdvtas StacwOvar emi 
tiv yqv. There is a curious similarity between this description and 
that of Lucian,652 apds twa qidva padaxyy amrevOivoyra THv vaty, of 
mpocevexbeloa euedrev airy pev pea Kal Kata cyodny Siadrvojoec Oat, 
aitot b&¢ dopadads daroByocobon ydpute (Cf. v.24 Kexdpioraid oor 6 Beds 
mavras Tous TA€ovTas) Kal edpeveig, TOD Geod. See my note on 27-19. 

SiWddaccov. Where two seas met. Such a detail, however, is of no 
importance—except perhaps as satisfying the curiosity of geographers 
—and it is not apparent why it should have been mentioned. But 
mwepirecovtes Shows the author’s idea to have been that the ship by ill 
luck went upon a bad spot, and the word therefore required is one 
indicative of such a spot. An old Latin translates vadosum. This 
would meet the context, for it would account for the ship having 
run aground; but I cannot discover which Greek word it represents 
Qu. AuroPdAaccov ; cf. Aurdyews. 

28-3. dpuydvwy, Paspati translates of brushwood in accordance with 
MGk usage as against of sticks of the English version. The mistaken 
acceptation of sticks has led to a further inaccuracy in rendering 
ovotpevavros by when Paul had gathered instead of when Paul had 
rolled together. 

28-6. mpovedékuv adrov pede (?) mipmpacbar 7 Katatinrey dye 
vexpov. If the barbarians expected Paul to swell, they must have 
expected him to die also; surely he could not swell and live. Read 
Kal katamirrev; and so the Vulgate evistimabant eum in tumorem 
convertendum et subito cusurum et mori. See my note on 1-18. 
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